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CURRENT TOPICS. 

WE unpzrsTanD that one of the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division will sit as an additional judge of the Chancery Divi- 
sion to take witness causes from the beginning of next sittin 
until he may have to go circuit; and that a transfer will take 
place from the chancery lists of causes entered there which 
might have been brought in the Queen’s Bench Division. 








As ANTICIPATED last week, the Court of Appeal No. 2 com- 
menced the hearing on Thursday last of Queen’s Bench final 


pre 
$6 | one point of view, however, from which the incident is reassur- 
p- ing. The request shews that we have now got a Lord Chan- 
68 | cellor 


37 | the profession are of value with 
64 | judges, and who may be relied on to consider and give 


| KENNEDY, 





ry ond Ib stones Cet eee these 

be continued in the same court until order. the 
same time the Court of Appeal No. 1 is hearing cases from the 
same list, as well as such new trial cases as are ready to come 
into the daily list. 





Lorp Hatssvry’s leisure, which he consented to sacrifice for 
one day, on Tuesday, in order to form an adequate court for 
the hearing of the appeals in Mrs. Carncart’s case, has been 
already trenched upon to a shocking extent. Wednesday and 
Thursday were alike occupied fap earing, and on Thursday 
afternoon the end ap to still far off; there being no 
other case in the daily list for Friday. 





In apprrion to the order of transfer of 175 actions to Mr. 
Justice Romer for the purpose only of trial or hearing, we are 
able to give a list of the same actions placed in the order in 
which they will come into the daily list. A noticeable feature 
of this transfer is, that of the 50 actions transferred from Mr. 
Justice Norra no fewer than 19 were set down in the months of 
January and February of this , and that the first 27 to be 
heard are all of them transfers Mr. Justice Norrs. 





THe piuinuTion in the number of petitions which come 
before the courts of the Chancery Division is so marked as to 
give occasion for inquiries as to the cause. Not very long ago 
the Saturday lists of the four judges of the Chancery Division 
before whom petitions are heard would amount in the 
to between sixty and one hundred. During the present si 
they have averaged less than twenty. This cannot be wholly 
due to the removal of winding-up petitions to Mr. Justice 
Vavenan WILLIAMs, seeing that the number of petitions which 
come before that learned iocee would not raise the ay 
to its previous condition. 'y applications which used to 
made by petition are now of at chambers, but the 
question whether this altogether accounts for the falling off is 
one which it would puzzle even an expert to answer. 





Ir 1s comic to read that, three months after the report of 
the Council of Judges appeared, an express request of the 
Lord Chancellor is necessary to induce the Bar Committee to 
take the alterations proposed into consideration. It is satis- 
factory to learn that the committee have come to the conclusion 
that the matter is really worthy of investigation, and that a 
sub-committee has been appointed to consider and report upon 
it. No doubt the “comments and suggestions” of these Rip 
Van—we mean of the Bar Committee—which the Lord Chan- 
cellor has invited, will be produced after due deliberation, but 
it is to be borne in mind that the Christmas Vacation is now 
i * hand; and it — ene = - at, 

uring vacation, and do not always wake up i 
after it is over. And when they do ee they have to rub 
their eyes and look round to see what has been done while they 
have been napping, and this also takes time. We must be 
pared, therefore, to possess our souls in patience. There is 


that the committee go to 


the criticisms of both branches of 


who recognizes that 
regard to a scheme framed b 


weight to every reasonable ion. This is a specially 
happy state of things at the present time. 


THE UNFORTUNATE incident which interrupted the trial before 
J., at the No: Assizes of the prisoner who 

is charged with whet ie knows as the Althorp marder hae given 
rise to a good deal of discussion as to what was the right course 
to pursue in the unusual circumstances of the case. The trial 
was commenced on the 17th inst., and continued until the mid- 





day adjournment. When the court resumed it was found that 


one of the jurors had left the building during the adjournment 
4 
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in order to attend to some private business, and had been in 
communication with the outside world fur about half an hour. 
It was manifestly impossible to continue the trial with the same 
jury. Mr. Justice Kennepy took time to consider what course 
e should adopt, and on taking his seat the next morning dis- 
charged the jury and imposed a fine of £50 upon the juror 
whose conduct had given rise to the difficulty. The question 
then arose, How was the trial of the prisoner to proceed? And 
upon this question both judge and counsel appear to have been 
that it was expedient in the interests of justice that the 
prisoner should be remanded until the next assizes. The per- 
son most deeply interested in the result of the trial was stated to 
be very much averse to this proceeding, but it was considered 
that the reluctance of the prisoner to have the trial postponed 
was ‘‘only the natural feeling which every prisoner must 
feel,”” and therefore, apparently, to be disregarded. It was 
suggested on behalf of the prosecution that, “ considering the 
excitement that this unfortunate incident had produced, it 
seemed almost impossible that any fresh jury could then come 
into the box with calm and unbiassed minds.” It is difficult to 
understand why the stir created by the delinquency of the juror 
should in any degree incline towards a belief either in the guilt 
or the innocence of the prisoner the minds of another set of 
jurors who might have been called upon to decide the grave 
issue at stake ; or why the interests of justice demanded that the 
accussd should be left in prison for another three months or there- 
abouts with the capital charge still hanging over him. There was 
a precedent for impanelling another jury and proceeding at once 
with the trial. Reg. v. Ward (10 Cox C. C. 573) was not, it is 
true, a case of murder, but the same principles of justice apply. 
There a prisoner had been indicted for larceny, and, during the 
course of the trial, it was found that a juror had left the box 
without leave. The presiding judge discharged the jury, 
another one was immediately impanelled and sworn, the trial 
proceeded, and the prisoner was convicted. Upon a case stated 
raising the question of the correctness of this mode of procedure, 
it was held by a very strong court (Ketty, 0.B., Wittzs, J., 
Bramweit, B., and Byrtzs and Lvsn, JJ.) that “ there was no 
other course that could be adopted.” It is clear from this case 
that the course adopted by Mr. Justice Kennzpy at Northamp- 
ton was not one of necessity ; and we are glad to learn that the 
decision which was arrived at on the 18th inst. has since been 
modified, and that the trial of the prisoner is to proceed at 
adjourned assizes to be held on the 20th of December. 





A vecision of Mr. Justice Nort in The Duke of Northumber- 
land v. Percy, on Tuesday last, forcibly illustrates the operation 
of the National Debt (Conversion) Act, 1888, in altering con- 
tracts between individuals. The Act provided for the conversion 
of Consols and other 3 per cent. Government stocks (commonly 
described in legal documents as Annuities) into a new stock, 
bearing interest for fifteen years at 2}? per cent., and after- 
wards at 24 per cent. The Act provides, by section 21, that 
‘“‘an agreement to transfer any amount of New Three per Cent. 
Stock, Consolidated Three per Cent Stock, or Reduced Three 
oa Cent. Stock, or generally any amount of Three per Cent. 

tock, may be satisfied by making a transfer of an equal amount 
of new stock.” And by section 25, ‘Inany . . instrument 
executed before the passing of this Act references to any stock 
liable to be converted in pursuance of this Act may, if the stock 
is so converted, be construed as references to new stock.” In 
1871 the plaintiffs executed a deed by which they charged some 
settled estates with the payment of a perpetual rent-charge of 
£10,000 a year in favour of one of the defendants. There was 
reserved to the plaintiffs an option to redeem the rent-charge at 
any time by transferring to trustees appointed by the deed a 
sum of £333,333 6s. 8d. “‘3 per cent. annuities of any descrip- 
tion,” and, upon this transfer being made, the rent-charge was 
to cease. Mr. Justice Norrn held that the redemption could be 
effected now by a transfer to the trustees of the specific amount 
of new 2} cent. stock. He considered that section 25 
exactly applied to the case. He was also inclined to think 
(though he did not express a concluded opinion as to this) that 
section 21 applied. He was not satisfied that any valid distinc- 
tion could be drawn between an agreement “ to transfer ” stock, 


and an agreement “as to the transfer of” stock. There are 
many instances in recent legislation in which contracts have 
been altered for the benefit of one party adversely to the other, 
but there can hardly be a more striking instance than the 
present case. The effect of the option before the Act was to 
enable the plaintiffs to reduce the rent-charge by the transfer 
of a sum of stock which would produce an income of equal 
amount; the effect of the Act, as thus interpreted, is to enable 
the plaintiffs to redeem by transferring stock which will produce 
now an income equal to only eleven-twelfths of the rent-charge, 
and will ultimately produce an income equal to only five-sixths 
of the rent-charge. It is not very easy to see why, because it is 
for the advantage of the State that the amount of its annual 
payment to its creditors should be reduced, contracts between 
private individuals, dealing with interests in the annual payment 
made by the State, should be forcibly altered. The contracting 
parties might well have been left to adjust for themselves in 
the ordinary way the interpretation of their contracts, having 
regard to the altered state of circumstances. 





Havine recarp to the extensive powers now possessed by 
tenants for life of settled land to impose the cost of improve- 
ments on capital moneys arising under the Settled Land Acts, it 
is somewhat anomalous that a tenant for life wishing to reside 
in a mansion-house should be compelled to pay out of his own 

ocket for alterations rendered necessary by the state of the 

uilding. Such, however, appears to be the result of the decision 
of Mr. Justice Currry in the two cases of De Teissier’s Settled 
Estates and De Teissier’s Trusts (ante, pp. 46, 47). Baron DE 
TrtssizR devised real estate, including a mansion-house, by way 
of legal limitation to successive tenants for life with remainders 
over, and he left his residuary personal estate upon trusts 
corresponding to the limitations of the real estate. One of the 
tenants for life was an infant. There was evidence that the 
house was in a dilapidated condition ; that structural alterations 
were necessary in consequence of dry rot; that the drainage 
was defective; and that the foundations were insecure. Some 
£1,900 was required for the repairs, and, in the first instance, 
an attempt was made to obtain this out of capital moneys under 
the Settled Land Acts. The list of improvements authorized by 
section 25 of the Act of 1882 contains nothing to the point, but 


to or alterations in buildings reasonably necessary or proper to 
enable the same to be let,” and ‘‘ the rebuilding of the principal 
mansion-house on the settled land.” In the present instance, 
however, the tenant for life in possession wished to reside on 
the property, and the alterations did not involve an actual 
rebuilding. Hence Curry, J., held that neither of these 
clauses applied. Thereupon it was attempted to invoke the 
original jurisdiction of the court, and in the second case the 
trustees asked for liberty to take the money required out of the 
trust funds. But here, again, the result was unfavourable. 
Even where an infant is absolutely entitled, the court is = 
jealous of authorizing any expenditure on the estate. “ 
think,” said Kay, J., in Re Jackson (21 Ch. D. 786), ‘ that 
this jurisdiction should be jealously exercised, and only 
in cases which amount to actual salvage.” And where, 
as in the present case, there is a preceding owner in 
possession, even this ground seems to be insufficient. In 
Hibbert v. Cooke (1 8. & St. 552) Leacu, V.O., refused to 
make any allowance in respect of repairs rendered necessar 
by dry rot, considering t it was an expense to whic 
a tenant for life choosing to occupy a mansion-house must 
submit. Where, however, the pro is let, it appears that 
the court could, under its original jurisdiction, allow the cost of 
repairs necessary to retain the tenants or procure new ones 
| (Conway v. Fenton, 37 W. R. 156, 40 Ch. D. 512); and, as 
pointed out above, thiscan now be done under the Settled Land 
Act, 1890. The tenant for life may, of course, let the mansion- 
house for a time, and then he will get the necessary alterations 
provided for; but such a step would usually be impracticable 
or undesirable, and there seems to be no reason why, under 
roper safeguards, the same rule should not be allowed by the 
islature to ail as well where the property is in the occu- 
pation of the limited owner as where it is let. 








section 13 of the Act of 1890 adds, the “ making any additions . 
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Ir woutp really seem as if the Legislature, in endeavouri 
to ent patentees from harassing rival traders by threats a 
actions for infringement, without bringing the question of 
infringement to the test of actual litigation, have, to use a 
vulgar phrase, ‘‘jumped from the frying pan into the fire.” 
Section 32 of the Patents Act of 1883 provides that ‘‘ where 
any person claiming to be the patentee of an invention, by cir- 
culars, advertisements, or otherwise, threatens any person with 
any legal proceeding or liability in respect of any man 

use, &c., of the invention, any person capievel thereby may 
bring an action against him, and may obtain an injunction 
against the continuance of such threats, and may recover such 
damage (if any) as may have been sustained thereby, if the 
alleged manufacture, use, &c., to which the threats related was 
not in fact an infringement of any legal rights of the person 
making such threats: provided that this section shall not apply 
if the person making such threats with due diligence com- 
mences and prosecutes an action for infringement of his patent.” 
Under the old law, as appeared from the decision of the Court 
of a in Halsey v. Brotherhood (15 Ch. D. 514), an action for 
slander of title could not be maintained _— a patentee who 
made such threats if he had acted bend fide, and he could not be 
compelled to follow up his threats by legal proceedings for the 
infringement of his patent. This state of the law, no doubt, 


produced great hardship to traders who were threatened in this’ 


way by owners of patents ; the dread of an action for infringe- 
ment was kept hanging over them, and their trade might be 
aralyzed. It was to cure this evil that section 32 was passed. 
ut the decisions upon the construction of the section shew that 
it has produced some very startling results. In Barrett v. Day 
(43 Ch. D. 435) Mr. Justice Nortn held (following previous 
decisions of Vice-Chancellor Bacon and Mr. Justice hacia’ 
that a letter written by the solicitor of a patentee to a supposed 
infringer of the patent, warning him that, if he does not Hosist, 
an action will be brought against him, is a “threat” within 
section 32. Consequently, in the case of a patentee, the ordin 
courtesy of writing a letter before serving a writ must be omitted. 
Instead of “‘ a word and a blow,”’ the blow must be inflicted with- 
out the preliminary word of warning. This construction of section 
32 has been still further developed in the case of Skinner v. Shaw 
(reported elsewhere), which came before the Court of Appeal 
on Monday last. There a company, which had been in the 
habit of purchasing from the defendants cameras constructed 
under a patent belonging to the defendants, wrote to the 
defendants telling them that a camera had been submitted to 
them (which they sent with the letter) with a view to placing it 
on the market, and asking the defendants whether they con- 
sidered that camera in any way an infringement of their patent. 
The defendants at once replied that they did consider it an 
infringement, and that they were prepared to stop the sale of it 
if it were placed on the market. e camera thus sent was 
made by the plaintiffs, and, iri consequence of what the defend- 
ants said, the company declined to purchase it. A corre- 
spondence ensued between the plaintiffs and the defend- 
ants; and the defendants, in a letter to the plaintiffs, again 
stated that they considered the plaintiff's camera an infringe- 
ment of their patent, and were prepared to take action 
to stop the sale of it. The plaintiffs then brought an 
action under section 32 against the defendants. Mr. Justice 
Nertu held that the defendants’ letters contained ‘‘ threats ” 
within the meaning of the section. The defendants were not in 
a position at once to bring an action against the plaintiffs for 
infringement, because they had an application pending at the 
Patent Office for an amendment of their specification. Mr. 
Justice Norru accordingly granted an injunction to restrain the 
continuance of the threats, and the Court of Appeal affirmed 
the decision, expressing their approval of Barrett v. Day, and 
the cases on which it was founded. They said that the object 
of the section was to prevent ‘‘ threats,” and the words “or 
otherwise ’’ could not be limited to threats of a public nature, 
such as “‘ circulars or advertisements.” They were rather an 
extension of the previous words, Lord Justice Bowen said that 
to limit the words ‘‘ or otherwise” in this way would be to render 
the protection incommensurate with the mischief. The section, 
as Lord Justice A. L. Surru said, gives an absolute protection 
against the person who threatens, unless he can bring himself 








within the saving clauses. The effect of this decision is, that a 
patentee cannot give an honest affirmative answer to the ques- 
tion whether he considers that his patent will be infringed by a 
specified article without ing himself to a “ « 
action. The position of a patentee is certainly now a very 
difficult one, and, whatever may have been the evils of the 
former state of the law, we cannot help thinking that the 
remedy which the Legislature have provided is worse than the 
disease. In endeavouring to — alleged infringers of 
patents, they have inflicted great hardship upon patentees. 





Arrention should be difected to the case of Re Alfred 
Betzold § Co. (reported elsewhere), in which the Court of 
— entertained and allowed an appeal to discharge an order 
made by Vavenan Witu1ams, J., for compulsorily winding up 
the company, though pan pen A in some hesitation as to 
whether the 5 oye ould not, or might not, rather have 
been made to the judge below instead of the Court of Appeal. 
The application appears to have been made to the Court of 
Appeal in consequence of a o doubt whether Vavenan 

ILLIAMS, J., whatever might be his power to stay proceedings 
under it, would have had jurisdiction to discharge the order, 
the same having been and entered. Obviously, the only 
— le upon which he could have been asked to do so would 

ve been that the winding-up order was a judgment by default, 
and could, therefore, be set aside by the court which pronounced 
it under R. 8. C., ord. 27, r. 15, or by analogy to that rule. 
But in a case of almost precisely similar nature (Re Aston Hall 
Coal and Brick Co. (Limited), 30 W. R. 245) Kay, J., although 
he discharged a winding-up order made by himself on being 
referred to an unreported case of Re Aston Steam Shipping Co., 
where Curry, J., had made a similar order, expressed great 
doubt as to his jurisdiction to do so. And it appears clear that 
a winding-up order made upon a petition supported by the 
usual evidence, although the company does not appear on the 
hearing, is not a ‘judgment by default under this order, or 
under any other of these rules” within the rule above referred 
to, and, to say the least, it is questionable whether any real 
analogy exists between the two. The alternative course of 
merely staying proceedings in the winding up, instead of dis- 
charging the order, would be seers ams and pores ope | 
unsatisfactory, in that it would leave the winding-up order sti 
standing, with any possible inconveniences that might result 
therefrom. In the face of these possible objections to an 
application to the court of first instance, it would’ seem to 
have been the prudent course to make the application, as was 
done, to the Court of A 1, in which, since the Judicature 
Act, the powers of the High Court are for certain purposes 
vested, including the power to set aside a “judgment by 
default” (Vint v. Hudsyth, 29 Ch. D. 322)—even assuming that 
a winding-up order could be so termed—and it does not seem 
open to doubt that, on one ground or other, the Lords Justices 
had jurisdiction to make the order. 





UNDER-LESSEES AND THE STATUTE OF 
LIMITATIONS. 

An interestin int upon the Real Property Limitation Acts 
has been deci B pws Mr. Justice Currry in Zhe Keclesiastical Com- 
missioners Vv. Treemer (reported elsewhere). Shortly stated, it is 
whether the surrender of a lease with a view to its renewal, 
where a sub-lessee is in occupation, has the effect of postponing 
the operation of the Acts as against the lessor till the termina- 
tion of the renewed lease, or whether time begins to run in 
favour of the sub-lessee at the date when, but for the surrender, 
the old lease would naturally have i ‘ 

oe this connection of —— tom sig et 
been consi: in two cases, Corpus iste ge V. 4 
L. J. Ex. 4), before the Court of A and Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners v. Rowe (5 App. Cas. 736), in the House of Lords, and, 
though the latter tribunal differed from the view of the law 
taken by the Court of A) they su the result arrived 
at in Corpus Christi Ci v. Rogers by distinguishing the case 
above put, where tho actual occupier at tho time of the 
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surrender is a person duly entitled to possession as sub- 
lessee, and the case where he is a mere yw In the 
earlier case land belonging to Corpus Christi College was let 
under a lease which was renewed from time to time. In 1851 
it was renewed for a term which, in the ordinary course, would 
have come to an end in 1870, and in 1857 it was again renewed 
for a term which oxpired in 1877. In 1851 a yearly tenant 
under the lessee of the college was in occupation, and he paid 
rent till 1853, but not afterwards. In 1878, when the action 
was brought, he claimed to have acquired a title under the 
statute. The question, of course, depended upon the time at 
which the right of the college to bring an action to recover the 
land first accrued, and since between 1851 and 1857 their estate 
was an estate in reversion, the right of action would accrue 
under section 3 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, at the 
time when it became an estate in possession. Putting aside for 
the moment the sub-lease, the inquiry suggests itself whether 
the renewal of the lease in 1457, involving as it did a surrender 
of the old lease by operation of law (Zyon v. Reed, 13 M. & W. 
285), brought the estate of the college into possession so as to 
give them a right of action. The Court of Appeal held that it 
did not, on the ground that the surrender was absolutely con- 
temporaneous with the renewal, and that there was no moment 
of time at which the college could have entered upon, or asserted 
their right to, the premises. Had there been any appreciable 
moment of time between the surrender and the grant, BramMweE.t, 
L.J., considered that the college would have been barred. 
Brett, L.J., was of the same opinion, and, according to the 
report, thought it sufficient to say that the law was not ridicu- 
lous, and that it must bo ridiculous in order to support the 
defendant’s contention. 

In Ecclesiastical Commissioners v. Rowe (supra), however, Lord 
SELBORNE, C., took a different view. There he held that, 
though the surrender was contemporaneous with the grant of 
the renewed lease, an estate in possession necessarily vested in 
the lessor out of which the new leasehold interest was created. 
Consequently he had a right of action, and time might begin to 
run against him. Whether it would do so or not depended on 
further considerations which were not adverted to in Corpus 
Christi College v. Rogers, and Lord Setsorne, in whose judg- 
ment the other law lords, Lords Briacksurn and Warson, 
agreed, proceeded to explain how that case could be supported, 
although the rule of law which it appeared to establish was 
wrong. The fact is, that the right of the lessor to recover the 
land does not depend solely upon his relation to his own lessee, 
but also upon the position of the actual occupier. If the latter 
is a mere trespasser, then of course the lessor, so soon as his 
estate becomes an estate in possession as against the lessee, 
becomes at the same time entitled to possession as against the 
t , and he could recover the land from him. Hence 
time would begin to run against him and in favour of the tres- 
passer from the moment of the renewal of the lease. Such was 
the case in Ecclesiastical Commissioners v. Rowe, though, since the 
plaintiffs were successors to an ecclesiastical corporation, it was 
held that they had sixty years within which to bring their 
action, and consequently were not barred. 

In the earlier case, on the other hand, although, at the time 
of the renewal, the occupier had not paid rent for four years, 
yet he was nevertheless no mere trespasser, but a tenant from 
rear to year, and nothing, as Lord Setnorne pointed out, had 

een done, by notice to quit or otherwise, to terminate his 
tenancy. Hence, although the effect of the surrender of the 


lease was to give the lessor an estate in possession as against his | 


immediate lessee, yet he had no right to recover the land as 
against the occupier, and censequently the statute did not com- 
mence to run against him. How soon it would commence to run, 
whether in 1870, when the surrendered lease would have ter- 
minated, or in 1877, when the new lease did in fact terminate, 
was immaterial, since the college, as already stated, brought 
their action in 1878. The point, however, has now arisen in 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners v. Treemer. 
In this case the head lease, which was for uincty-nine years, 
determinable on the dropping of the last of three lives, was 
ted by an ecclesiastical corporation in 1805. In 1807 the 
essee created a sub-lease, also for ninety-nine years determin- 
able on lives, and the under-lesseo and those claiming under him 


have been in occupation of the land to the present time. In 
1832 the head lease was surrendered, and by an indenture 
dated the following day a fresh lease was granted for new lives. 
The last of the lives in the lease of 1805 dropped in 1574, of 
those in the lease of 1832 in 1891. Since 1874 the successors in 
title of the under-lessee had been in occupation without payment 
of rent, and if the right of action of the plaintiffs accrued in that 
year, it appears to have been assumed that the ordinary period of 
limitation would have applied, and that they would have been 
barred. Mr. Justice Currry held, however, that it did not accrue 
till 1891, and this conclusion seems to be inevitable. Upon the 
surrender in 1832 the lessor was debarred from having any right 
to recover the land by the lawful occupation of the under- 
lessee. The right of the latter to possession could not be preju- 
diced by the surrender, and he was entitled to hold the land 
until 1874. This is made clearer, if necessary, by section 6 of 
4 Geo. 2, c. 28, which provides that in such a case the under- 
lessee shall hold and enjoy as if the original lease out of which 
the under-lease was derived had been kept on foot. Moreover, 
although, so far as regards the under-lessee, the lessor might 
thus have had a right to recover the land in 1874, yet when that 
year came his estate was still in reversion merely by reason of 
the subsisting term under the renewed head lease. 

The only possible objection seems to be that, by the renewal 
of the lease in 1832, the lessor extended the time within which 
he might take possession, and it may be contended that the 
result was to evade the Statute of Limitations. But this objec- 
tion is only in point where at the time of such extension there is 
& person in possession in whose favour the statute is already 
running, and it is, of course, well settled that where an owner 
out of possession is entitled to possession he cannot defer the 
operation of the statute by creating future estates: Sfack- 
poole y. Stackpoole (4 Dr. & War., at p. 347), Dayman vy. 
Moore (9 Q. B. 555). Where, however, an owner is not en- 
titled to possession—the case of the lessor here in 1832—this 
principle does not apply. There is nothing to prevent his creating 
any future interests he pleases out of his estate, and as 
against each of these time under the statute will only run 
when it falls into possession. Moreover, the occupier does not 
seem to have any ground of complaint. At the time when the 
head lessor is creating a new and more distant reversion in 
himself, the former, as under-lessee, is claiming only under his 
under-lease, and has probably no intention of ever claiming 
otherwise. Ata later time, when the first lease would in the 
ordinary course have come to an end, he is, indeed, confronted 
by the new lease, but he is no worse off than any other occupier 
of land who finds himself debarred from gaining a title by the 
fact that the land is subject to an unexpired term. To give him 
the fee under such circumstances would be to stretch the statute 
in his favour in a manner wholly unnecessary. 








THE LONDON CHAMBER OF ARBITRATION. 
I, 


Tuz new London Chamber of Arbitration was formally inaugu- 
rated on Wednesday last. The chamber will be available both for 
voluntary and for judicial references, In the rules of the chamber 
no provision for the conduct of judicial references has, however, yet 
been made, and as in one respect at least—the power to grant costs 
as between solicitor and client—there is a marked difference between 
the powers of an arbitrator under the new rules and those of an 
arbitrator under the Act of 1889, it will be a matter for future 
determination which of these two conflicting laws is to prevail. The 
| staff of the chamber is to consist of a legal assessor, a registrar and 
deputy registrar, various clerks, and an ‘‘ approved list” of qualified 
arbitrators. We shall deal with the position of each of these in turn. 
The legal assessor is to be a barrister of nat less than seven years’ 
standing, appointed by and holding office during the pleasure of the 
Corporation of London. His sole function, under the present scheme, 
will be to ‘sit with the arbitrator, arbitrators, or umpire, and advise 

| and assist him or them in the arbitration, if all parties thereto so 
| desire.” For these services he will receive a minimum fee of £5 ds. 





| for three hours, and £10 10s. for a whole day of five hours. If the, 


| presence of the legal assessor is required by the parties to an 
arbitration, they must, six days at least before the day appointed for 
the commencement of the arbitration, give notice of ak desire in a 
prescribed form to the registrar. No person will be eligible as 
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registrar or deputy registrar who is not either a barrister or a 
<clailee, and has not been in practice in the metropolis of London 
for at least seven years immediately preceding his appointment. 

The duties of the registrar will be to receive submissions, and fees, 
and costs, to select and notify arbitrators and umpires, to give notice 
of hearing to parties, to keep a register of submissions, a register of 

awards and reconciliations, and to render such assistance to the 
arbitrator, arbitrators, or umpire in an arbitration as he or they may 
require. The deputy registrar will act as re aoa during the absence 
of that official, and at other times will discharge such duties as the 
registrar may direct. Both of these officers and the clerks of the 
chamber are to be elected annually by the Corporation, and are to be 
paid such salaries or receive such fees as the Corporation may from 
time to time determine. The office fees of the chamber are to be 
limited to one guinea, to include registrar's attendance, forms, &c., 
but not stamp duties. 

The “‘ approved list” of arbitrators is to be made up in the follow- 
ing way. The right of nomirating to this list is to be vested in the 
London Corporation, the London Chamber of Commerce, and ‘‘ such 
other commercial associations and institutions as may be from time 
to time determined.” Persons qualified for anpointment are to be 
British subjects who have been established in the metropolis of 
London for at least seven years as bankers, brokers, merchants, or 
otherwise, also retired ship captains, or masters who have served as 
such on board sea-going vessels for at least seven years, and also 
such other persons as in the opinion of the London Corporation 
are specially qualified. Of course the bankruptey, insolvency, or 
conviction for felony or misdemeanour of any arbitrator will, ipso 
Sacto, vacate his appointment. The nominating body will first obtain 
the written consent to act of each person it desires to nominate. The 
nomination papers, accompanied by the consents, will be sent to the 
town clerk on or before the 31st of December in each year. The 
town clerk will thereupon cause a list of these nominations (or so 
many of them as have not been previously withdrawn) to be printed, 
and this list will be submitted to the Court of Common Council for 
approval en bioc at the first ordinary meeting after St. Thomas’s Day, 
unless seven days’ notice of objection to any particular nomination 
shall have been previously given to the town clerk by not less than 
seven members of the common council, in which case such nomina- 
tions as have been objected to will, if required by twelve members 
of the common council then present, be submitted for approval 
separately. The Court of Common Council may, however, if it think 
fit, receive and approve nominations at other times of the year. The 
approval cf a nomination by the Court of Common Council will con- 
stitute the appointment of the person nominated to act as an 
arbitrator for one year from the date of such appointment; but if 
at the expiration of any such year any busiuess shall be pending before 
any arbitrator, his appointment will not be vacated until such 
business is determined. 

For ordinary and simple cases the minimum fee of an arbitrator 
or umpire will be £2 2s. for the first hour and £1 1s. an hour after. 
The oftices of the chamber will be closed, and no arbitrations will be 
held, on Good Friday, Christmas Day, or Bank and national holidays. 
The registrar may, during the months of August, September, and 
October in each year, absent himself from the chamber for a period 
not exceeding one month in all, and the clerks and other officers will 
have such leave of absence from time to time as the registrar ma 
direct and the Corporation sanction, provided nevertheless that the 
business of the chamber be not suspended in consequence thereof. 

Before proceeding to analyze the proposed practice cf the Chamber 
of Arbitration and to contrast its se with those of the Continental 
Tribunals of Commerce, we shall refer to a few general matters of 
minor importance. A submission will not be revoked by the death of 
any party; and may at the instance of any party be made a rule of 
court, The arbitrators will have power to continue their sittings de 
die in diem, to order the production of documents, to proceed ex parte 
in cases of default, and to administer oaths to witnesses. Finally, 
the sittings of the arbitrators will be considered private, and no per- 
son will be admitted thereto during the mop | of a case except the 
parties, their legal advisers, and witnesses; but the registrar may 
allow any other person to be present unless objected to by any of the 
parties. This permission ba gory however, be granted to reporters 
of = public press without the special request of all parties interested 
in the case, 


REVIEWS. 
PRACTICE. 


THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1893. 
STaTuTes, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL 
PRACTICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME 
Court. With Notes, Forms, &c. By Tuomas Snow, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law, CHARLES Burney, B.A., a Chief Clerk of the 
Hon. Mr. Justice Chitty, and Francis A. StrrncEr, of.the Central 
Office, Royal Courts of Justice. In Two Volumes. Sweet & Max- 
well (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

In the preface to the last edition of this work the authors referred 
to the mass of dead and ‘useless matter which incumbered its 

and bewildered the practitioner, but they held it to be no part of their 

duty to cut this away except in those rare cases where doubt was 

excluded. In the present edition they assume a more independent tone, 
and acknowledge that the old work, built up as it is by the accretions 
of years, requires to be recast. ‘‘ Many points of practice which in 

the past were obscure or doubtful, and required to be fally illustrated, , 

are now settledand well known, and may be treated with much greater 

conciseness.’’ But, of course, no attempt in this direction has yet 
been made. For such an improvement the authors are naturall 
waiting till the revised rules have appeared, and they have pense | 
their work in the same shape as on the last occasion, and, fortunately, 
not very materially increased in bulk. Under these conditions it 

for little notice. The cases of the my year have been fully incor- 
rated, and in some instances this led to revision of the notes. 

hus the note on special indorsements under ord. 3, r. 6, has been 
recast so as to shew the effect of the numerous cases as to interest 
which have been recently decided. The most important addition, 
however, is to be ae | in Volume II., where Appendix N on 

‘ Costs,” instead of being printed without notes as formerly, bas 

now been very fully annotated. This task has been performed b: 

Messrs. E. G. Box and W. J. Bannehr of the Chancery Taxing Masters’ 

Office, and their work appears to deserve the commendation bestowed 

upon it by Mr. Snow in the preface. In accuracy, and in the assist- 

ance afforded by the index, and other means of reference, this edition 
is up to the standard of its predecessors, but the authority given for 

a statement in the note to ord. 62, r. 4, seems to be deficient. The 

statement is to the effect that when the court directs evidence b 

affidavit to be produced to the registrar, the judgment or order wi 

not be post-dated, but a memorandum of the filing of such evidence 
will be written in the margin of the order. For this the reader is 
referred to ord. 52, r. 7, and the note torule 13. Rule 7 does not 
seem to be in point, and the memorandum mentioned in the note 
to rule 13, which was issued to the chancery registrars by the Court 
of Appeal, refers only to the receiving of afidavits of service. We 
believe that in other cases where evidence is received after the 
hearing the order is always post-dated. It may be suggested, per- 
haps, that when the time comes for the promised recasting of the 
book, certain portions may well be got rid of which relate rather to 
substantive law than to procedure. Reenpics of this are the treatises 
on the position of infants and married women which are introduced 
under the head of ‘‘ Parties.” For the next twelve months, how- 
ever, we must be thankful for the Annual Practice as it is, knowing 


Y | that itis the embodiment of immense labour and research, and is, 


ble. After that we shall hope for something less 


moreover, indi 
diffuse and bulky. 





EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT. 


Tue Emproyers’ Liasiiiry Act, 1880, wrrn STATUTES AFFECTING 
SAME, AND Forms, By ALFRED Henry Rvszce, Barrister-at- 
Law. Seconp Eprrion. Butterworths. 

A new edition of this useful work was much needed, and the 
delay in its ap ce is doubtless attributable to the fact that 
fresh legislation on the subject of employers’ liability has 
been expected. Mr, Ruegg’s ifications for writing on the t 

of law to which his treatise is devoted are certainly not insignificant. 


For not only has he given evidence in recent years before a select 
committee of the House of Commons, to inquire into the 
i but he has had 


working of the existing Em > Li Act, 
beter 8 experience as oa yal which have been decided 


= under the Act. It is not, therefore, to find that the 
volume before us rectal vl kly to commend 


The Civil Service Commissioners have given notice that an com- 
commence on the 3rd of January next. The examin 
restricted to persons between the ages of twenty-one and twenty-five who 
have passed the final examination of the Incorporated Law 

United Kingdom, and can produce certain certificates. ‘The 
candidates will not be allowed to practice as solicitors or to take out 
certificates entitling them so to —— or to accept any fee or reward 
whatsoever for professional or official serviccs. The commencing salary 


it to the profession pu 

petitive examination for fifteen clerkships in the Legacy Duty will amongst igh 

ation will be | containing questions i 
f : 


pm Bede Chapter I. the law, as it existed prior to 


| 
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ugh ly modified by statute, is, as Mr. 
out, by 





is £150 a year; the period of probation is two years. 
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Chapter II. of the work, while the circumstances under which the 
Act applies, and the nature of the new liability thereby created, are 
elaborately discussed in Chapters III. and IV., which together absorb 
more than a third of the entire text. The procedure in actions under 
the Act fitly occupies Chapters V. and VI., which logically deal with 
this subject, step by step, from the practical point of view of an 
intending litigant. We would, however, suggest that the former of 
these two chapters might with advantage contain a cross reference to 
the page where, for obvious reasons of convenience, the subject of 
statutory notice of injury before action is treated of, instead of being 
included in Chapter V. The final chapter of the work deals with the 
difficult subjects of ‘‘ res ipsa loquitur,” ‘‘ volenti non fit injuria,” and 
‘contributory negligence,” each of which is carefully considered. 
Undeterred by tho metaphysical difficulties which surround the 
maxim “ volenti non fit injuria,”’ and the doctrine of ‘‘ contributory 
negligence,” the author has made an attempt to render them 
intelligible to the ordinary reader, and to reduce to some order the 
chaotic mass of decisions to which they have given rise. We may 
mention that at page 196 there will be found a comprehensive 
definition of ‘‘ contributory negligence,’ which embodies, in a concise 
and scientific form, the principles deducible from decided cases on the 
subject. The appendices comprise, besides the Employers’ Liability 
Act, 1880, and Lord Campbell’s Acts, some forms of particulars 
of demand which have been used in actions under the Act, and 
can, therefore, we presume, be depended upon. Before adopting any 
of them, however, the practitioner would do well to consult pages 114 
et seq. of the text, where some practical remarks on the manner of 
framing particulars and on the importance of complying with the 
requirements of the county court rule upon the subject are made. 
A good index is provided at the end of the volume. It is to be 
regretted that the table of cases does not, in accordance with modern 
practice, give the various reports where the cases cited are to be found, 
and that the text docs not fully supply this deficiency, as not unfre- 
quently reference is there made to one or two reports only, where 
more exist. Moreover, we consider that Mr. Ruegg’s work would be 
greatly improved by the addition of marginal notes. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Service out of the Jurisdiction. By Francis TaAyLor PiGGort, 
M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The Principles of Equity Intended for the use of Students and the 
Profession. By Epmunp H. T. SNELL, Barrister-at-Law. Tenth 
Edition. By Arcnipiip Brown, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


Reminders for Conveyancers. With References to some of the 
Best Precedents. By Hrersert M. BrovuGutTon, Barrister-at-Law. 
Horace Cox. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
SOLICITOR MORTGAGEE’S COSTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I have read with interest the case of J/ibbert v. Livyd in the 
Soxictrors’ JOURNAL for this week, touching the position of a 
solicitor mortgagee, and would be obliged if you would give me 
your opinion as to whether a covenant in a mortgage deed that a 
solicitor mortgagee should be remunerated by the mortgagor would 
be a good or a void covenant. E. W. REEs. 

Bank-buildings, St. Mary-strect, Cardiff, Nov. 19. 


[It would seem that the validity of such a covenant is doubtful. A 
decision against it was given by Kay, J., in Field v. Hoplins (44 
Ch. D. 524), on the ground that it formed a clog on the equity of 
redemption, and though the question was not decided by the Court of 
Appea » which affirmed the judgment. for other reasons, it is to be 
noticed that the technical rule on the subject has recently been 
affirmed by the House of Lords in Salt v. Marquis of Northampton (40 
W. BR. 529), and it is not easy to see how the objection can be over- 
come.—Ep, S. J. ] 


** A Solicitor ’’ writes to the Times :—‘ The recent fire in Regent-street 
which, as I understand from the published accounts, is officially ascribed to 
‘ overheating of electric wires,’ is a fitting opportunity for directing atten- 
tion to the question whether premises electrically lighted and their con- 
tents are covered by the ordinary fire insurance policies. I think it would 
be well for you to advi-e all persons who are having the electric light 
installed to get their existing fire policies indor-ed by the offices ‘ electric 
lighting allowed’ ; otherwise, if a fire occurs, they may be met with a 
contention that they have addcd a new risk to the insurance which is not 
covered by the policy.”’ 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
ORDER oF CouRT. 
Monday, the 21st day of November, 1892. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 

Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Keke- 
wich, and Mr. Justice Romer respectively, it is expedient that a 
portion of the Causes assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich should for 
the purpose only of Hearivg or of Trial be transferred to Mr. Justice 
Romer ; Now I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby Order that the several 
Causes and Matters set forth in the Schedules hereto be accordingly 
transferred from the said Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. 
Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich to Mr. Justice Romer, 
for the purpose only of Hearing or of Trial, and be marked in the 
Cause Books accordingly. And this Order is to be drawn up by the 
Registrar and set up in the several Offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
Kemp v School Board of Caddington and Flamstead 
May 6 
Pian, A Pim, Vaughan & Co 1891 I 1,783 May 9 
In re Kennett, dec Measom v Amey Adjd. Summons 
James v Lewis 1891 I 1,820 May 11 
Carr v Timlin 1890 C 1,023 May 13 
Hardman v Bradshaw Hardman v Bradshaw 
May 13 
Ross v Allen 1891 
Bowie v Rumney 1891 B_ 3,006 May 21 
Phillips v Cresswell 1892 P 194 May 24 
Barratt v Manchester South Junction and Altrincham Ry Co 
B 1,488 May 27 
New York and Kentucky Land Co v Northern and Western American 
Association, ld 1891 N 907 May 28 
Powell v London and Provincial Bank, ld 
McKee v London Road Car Co, ld _ 1892 
Pegge v Baker 1890 P 648 June 2 
Korting Bros v Ledward 1892 K 342 
La Agricultora v Boyd 1891 L 161 
In re Grimley, dec, Grimley v Grimley 
Smith v Baker 1592 8444 June 13 
Moore v Lion, Lion, € Son 1891 M 
Asten v Asten 1892 A 613 June 14 
Stevens v Coddington 1892 S 799 June 17 
Corrall v Pilkington 1891 C 3,602 June 20 
Byford v Reeves 1891 B 6,050 June 20 
Lawson v Rumney 1891 L 2,987 June 21 
Kayler v Batson 1892 K 77 June 21 
Hickling v Wallace 1892 H 1,592 June 25 
Senior v Porritt 1892 S$ 103 June 27 
In re Petroleum Wells of Germany Syndicate, ld, and Co’s Acts, Ex 
parte I M Henderson for removal from Register Motion June 24 
Smith v Rhodes 1892 8 579 June 30 
Hume-Dick v Hume 1892 H 1,331 July 1 
Fitzgerald v Marshall 1892 F 48 July é 
Nantyglo and Blaina Ironworks Co v Cory Bros & Co, ld 
1,296 July 7 
Allhusen v Vigers 1892 A 892 July 19 
Monarch Investment Building Society v Grundy 


July 20 
1891 T 347 July 20 


Thornley v Thornley 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norru. 


Dobson v Dobson 1891 D 1,586 Jan 19 
Guardians of Mere Union, Dorset v Lidbury 
Forrest v Walker 1890 F 2,033 Jan 19 
Brew vy Robotham 1891 B 5,205 Jan 22 
Finch vy Bull 1891 F 10 Jan 22 

Re J. Roberts, Fereday v Jesson 1891 R- 150 
Niemann v Niemann 1889 N 692 Jan 27 
Rasen v Atkin 1891 R 1,425 Jan 25 

Harris v Woodward 1891 H 783 Feb2 
Hardcastle v Smith 1891 H 2,498 Feb2 
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Coote v Ramsden 1891 C 2,206 Feb6 
Sharman v Wickham 1891 S 3,309 Feb6 
Thomas v Thomas 1891 T 1,843 Feb6 
Skeftington v Franklin 1891 8 3,458 Feb& 
Hollender v Hunt 1891 H 2,676 Feb13 
‘Gough v Chambers 1891 G 2,115 Feb 20 
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Bristol Sublimed Lead Co, ld v Miles 1891 B 4,065 Feb 23 

Republic of Chili v Royal Mail Steam Packet Co 1891 C 3,336 
Feb 23 

Moon v Carlton Iron Co,ld 1891 M 3,156 Feb 29 

Crossley v Magniac 1891 C 4,453 March 1 

Morgan v Chambers 1889 M 2,756 March 5 

Bradford Old Bank, ld vClapham 1891 B 3,674 March 11 

Hunter v Dowling 1891 H 3,195 March 11 

Anderson v Edgbaston Brewery Co, 1d 1891 A 1,331 March 12 

Kerosene Co, 1d v Harris 1891 K 449 March 17 

Contract, Loan, and Trust Corporation, ld v Metallachrome, &c, Co, 
Id 1891 C 4,367 March 21 

Wheelwright v Mayor, &c, of Wakefield 1891 W 3,747 

Oppenheimer v Oppenheimer 1891 O 1,446 March 26 

Pride v Harrison 1891 P 2,438 March 26 

Mayor, &c, of Bedford v Hobson 1891 B 3,873 March 28 

Brierley v Walsh 1890 B 5,541 March 29 

Mantell v Mantell 1891 M 3,926 April 1 

Green v Moore 1891 G 130 Aprill 

Pearson v Union Bank of Manchester 1891 P 205 April 1 

Poolman v Mann, Crossman, & Paulin 1891 P 1,757 April 5 

Cameron v Whitehead 1892 C 52 April6é 

Avard v Avard 1891 A 1,771 April 12 

Manning v Nicholls 1891 M 898 April 13 

York City and County Banking Co v Pearson 1891 Y 410 April 26 

Baring v Overton 1892 B 1,028 April 26 

Harris v Martin 1392 H 853 April 29 

Re Loughnan, Dalgety, & Co v Russell, Howell and Adjourned 


March 24 


Summons in re Loughnan, Howell v Harting 1888 L 1,945 
May 2 

Golding v Tarleton 1891 G 2,407 May 2 

Smith v Monro 1891 8 4,008 May 6 

Stuttard v Beaumont 1891 8S 4,715 May 11 

Atkins v Smith 1892 A 304 May 12 

Hart v Hill 1891 H 2,162 May 12 

Mercantile Investment and Gene Trust Co, ld v The River Plate 
Trust, Loan, and Agency Co, ld 1891 M 3,282 May 27 


Lord Petre v Pile 1891 
Simpson v Cargill 1892 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice STrRLING. 


Edwards v Evans 1891 E 665 March 25 

Castle v Robinsen 1891 C 4,700 March 25 

Robson v Steriline, ld 1892 R 257 March 26 

Webb v Shropshire Ry Co 1891 W_ 3,955 March 26 

London Financial Association, ld vy Whadcoat Bros & Co,ld_ 1892 L 
812 July 7 

Re Pratt, Driver v Ede 1889 

Ede v Shuff, Shuff vy Ede 1891 E 483 March 26 

Bird v Pratt i891 B 4,608 March 28 

Scholey v Peck 1891 8S 3,111 April 1 

Leathers v Leathers 1591 L 189 April 6 

Morley v Loughnan 1891 M 2,075 April7 

Adams v Darley 1892 A 234 April 11 

Re Pattinson, Pattinson v Rigg 1891 P 1,688 April 11 

Chapman v South Metropolitan Gas Go 1892 C 686 April 12 

New Cross & Dist 282nd Starr, &c, Building Soc v Price 1892 N 
77 April 13 

Hutt v Hewitt 1891 

Johnv Rose 1891 I 

Copping v Harris 1891 C 4,372 April 26 

Re Wormald, Wormald v Collingwood 1891 W 

Chalmers v Rose 1891 C 3,488 April 29 

Jones v Laurence 1891 J 1,482 April 30 

Baird v Mayor, &c, of Tunbridge Wells 1891 B 

Talbot v Talbot 1891 T 1,272 May2z 

Re Roper, Roper v Roper 1891 R_ 1,428 May 5 

Bartlett v Sarl 1891 B 1,088 May5d 

Andrews v Crisp 1892 A 141 May7 

Medical Battery Co, ld v Spalding 1891 M 257 May 9 

Same Cov Same 1891 M 1,256 May 9 

Re Millar Millar v Millar 1887 M 3,255 May 9 

Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England v Carwardine 1891 E 


P 2,852 June 2 
8S 160 June 2 


P 2,464 July 7, 1891 


H 4,323 April 14 
1,733 April 26 
3,254 


April 27 


2,008 May 2 


1,545 May 10 
Corrugated Paper Packing Co, ld v Speight 1892 C 6 May 10 
Re Tomkin Wickham v Tomkin 1889 T 2,246 May 13 


Re Hall Hall v Hall 1891 H 2,647 May 14 


Wright v The Ottoman Paper Manufacturing Co 1891 W_ 3,928 
May 14 

Baron Carew v Barn Elms (Ranelagh) Club, ld 1891 C 2,948 
May 17 

Ferguson v Kootenay Smelting, &, Syndicate, ld 1891 F 1,585 
May 19 


Barnett v Barnett 1892 B 997 
King v Nethersole 1891 K 958 May 23 
Middleton v Drake 1891 M 2.191 May 27 

Re B Bussey v Bussey 1892 B 497 June 1 
Re Eddystone Marine Insurance Co, ]d Adjd Sammens June 1 
Green v Harrison 1892 G 484 June 2 

Re Stanley Stanley v Burchill 1892 8 745 June 2 
Somers Smith v Middlcton 1891 § 4,989 June 3 
Lancashire v Breadmore 1892 L 265 June 4 

Watson v Went 1892 W 542 June9 

Hewitt v Gater 1892 H 236 June9 

Want v Campain 1891 W 4,095 June 13 

Brodhurst v Aarons Reefs, 1d - 1891 B 1,494 June 15 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 


Mackie v Solvo Laundry Supply Co, ld 1891 M 
Laundry Supply Co, ld v Mackie 1892 8 134 
Wright v Walford 1890 W 3,503 April 1 
Dewrance & Co v Billington & Newton 1890 
Beasiley v Beasiley 1891 B 5,428 April 5 
Berryman v Doff 1889 B 4,844 April7 

Re F'. W. Gedye & Sons and Trade-Mark 77,745 Motion April 8 

Belgravia Freehold Land Co, ld v Vivian 1892 B 1,107 April 8 

Stephenson v Christian 1891 C 4,428 April 11 

Royal College of Physicians in London v General Medical Council 
i891 P 3,091 April 11 

Selby v Bothamley 1892 8 961 April 11 

Maitland v Bagnell 1891 M 3,624 April 11 

Industrial Assurance Co of Gt Britain, ld v London, Edinburgh, and 
Glasgow Assurance Co, ld 1890 I 1,560 April 12 

The Hamfistaeugh Art Publishing Cov Holloway 1891 H 4,207 
April 27 

Gabriel v Bertram 1892 G 142 April 30 

Luck v Williamson 1891 L 2,543 May 3 

Dalley v Hole 1891 D 716 May4 

Clarke v Mills 1891 C 4,162 May 4 

Davis v Davis 1891 D 2,230 May 10 

Re R. J. Jones, Pritchard vEmett 1891 P 920 Muy 10 

Re Gilbert, Parry v Doyle Adjd Summons May 11 

Franken v Buenos Ayres Water Supply, &c, Co, ld 1891 F 870 
May 16 

Local’ Board of Acton v L& S W Junct Ry Co 1889 A_ 1,292 
May 20 

Re Brown, Sleeman v Brown 1892 

Steane v Steane 1891 8 4,955 May 26 

Huntly v Curry 1892 H 889 May 26 

Lindfield v West 1892 L 5 May 30 

Armitage v Armitage 1892 A 169 May 31 

Hornsey Local Board v Hume Adjd Summons June 2 

Maclean v Griffin 1892 M 369 June3 

Cogswell v Countess of Cardigan 1887 C 4,724 June 4 

Lodyna Petroleum Syndicate, 1d v Tarn 1892 L 625 June 8 

Burroughes & Watts, 1d v Edwards 1892 B 1,553 June8 

Simons v Baker 1891 8 3,414 June 9 

Re Carne, Polwhele v Ross 1892 C 134 June 10 

Halifax Commercial Banking Co, ld v Walker 1892 H 359 June i4 

Bromley Local Board v Lloyd 1892 B 1,100 June 22 

Scrutton v Stone 1891 8S 3,952 July 2 

Re Fish, Bennett v Bennett 1891 F 76 July 4 

Saunders v Ross 1892 S 1,907 July7 

te J Smith, Arthur v Smith 1892 8 1,044 July 8 

HERSCHELL, C. 


May 21 


3,641 BSolvo 


March 29 
D 2,081 April 4 


B 593 May 20 





TRANSFER LIST. 
Arranged in the ordcr in which the actions will come into the daily list. 





Seaborne Coal Co, ld v Edey 1891 


S 3,554 May 20 
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Rasen v Atkin ” 28, ” ” 
Harris vy Woodward ‘eb. 2, ” ” 
Hardcastle v Smith ” 2, ” ” 
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Sharman v Wickham ” 6, ” ” 
Thomas v Thomas oo «= Bogs ” 
Skeffington v Franklin ” 8, Lad ’* 
Hollender v Hunt ” 13, ” ” 
Gough v Chambers ” 20, ” ” 
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Moon v Carlton Iron Co, Id 


Mo: v Chambers 

Bradford Old Bank, 1d v Clapham 

Hunter v Dowling 

Anderson v Edgbaston Brewery Co, ld 

Kerosene Co, ld v Harris 

Contract Loan and Trust Corporation, ld 
v Josz Metallachrome, &c, Co, ld 

Wheelwright v Mayor, &c, of Wakeficld 

Edwards v Evans 

Castle v Robinson 


Oppenheimer v Oppenheimer 
Pride v Harrison 


Robson v Steriline, ld 

Webb v Shropshire Railways Co 

London Financial Association, ld vy Whad- 
coat Bros. & Co, ld 

Re Pratt, Driver v Ede 

Ede v Shuff Shuff v Ede 

Mayor, &c., of Bedford v Hobson 

Bird v Pratt 

Brierly v Walsh 

Mackie v Solvo Laundry Supply Co, ld 
Sclvo Laundry, &c. v Mackie 

Mansell v Mansell 

Green v Moore 

Pearson v Union Bank of Manchester 

Scholey v Peck 

Wright v Walford 

Deurance & Co v Billington and Newton 

Poolman v Mann, Crossman, & Paulin 

Beasiley v Beasiley 

Cameron v Whitehead 

Leathers v Leathers 

Morley v Loughnan 

Berryman v Duff 

Re Gedye Trade- Marks, &c 

Belgravia Freehold Laud Co v Vivian 

Adams v Darley 

Re Pattinson Pattinson v Rigg 

Stephenson v Christian 

Royal College of Physicians in London v 
General Medical Council 

Selby v Bothamley 

Maitland v Bagnell 

Avard v Avard 

Chapman v South Metropolitan Gas Co 

Industrial Association of Great Britain, ld 
v London, &c, Assurance Co., ld 

Manning v Nicholls 

New Cross and District 282nd Starr- 
Bowkett, &c, Society v Price 

Hutt v Hewitt 

York City and County Banking Co v 
Pearson 

Baring v Overton 

John v Rose 

Copping v Harris Harris v Copping 

Re Wormald Wormald v Collingwood 

The Hamfistaeugh Art Publishing Co v 
Hollowa: 

Harris v Martin 

Chalmers v Ross 

Jones v Lawrence 

Gabriel v Bertram Bertram v Gabriel 

Re Loughnan, Dalgety & Co v Russell 
Howell 

Golding v Tarleton 

Baird v Mayor, &c, of Tunbridge Wells 

Talbot v Talbot 

Luck v W lliamson 

Dalley v Hole 

Clarke v Mills 

Re Roper Roper v Roper 

Bartlett v Sarl 

Kemp v School Board of Caddington, &c 

Smith v Monro 

Andrews v Crisp 

Jones v Pim, Vaughan, & Co 

Medical Battery Co, ld v Spalding 

Medical Battery Co, ld v Spalding 

Re Millar Millar v Millar 

Re Kennett Meascom v Amey 

Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England 
v See a 

Corruga aper Packing Co, ld v Speight 

Davis v Davis “ 

James v Lewis 

Stuttard v Beaumont 

Re R. J. Jones Pritchard v Emett 

Re Gilbert Parry v Doyle 
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Kekewich, J. 
Chitty, J. 
North, J. 
Kekewich, J. 


» 


COUNTY COURTS ACT, 1888, 
CLosING AT CHRISTMAS. 

I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the offices of the 
county courts may be closed on the twenty-third, the twenty-fourth, 
the twenty-sixth, and the twenty-seventh days of December, 1892. 

Given under my hand this 8th day of November, 1892. 

(Signed) HEnRscHELt, C, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
EASTON v. LANDOR—No. 2, 19th November. 
Trustee— Breacu or Trust—Costs suRsEQUENT TO JUDGMENT. 


Appeal from a decision of North, J. The question was as to the 
allowance, or otherwise, of a trustee’s costs, charges, and expenses 
incurred subsequent to judgment in the action. The defendant was, 
and had been since the 19th of August, 1864, the sole surviving trustee 
of a settlement under which the plaintiffs were beneficiaries. The 
defendant committed a breach of trust by applying the sum of £3,105, 
part of the proceeds of sale of the real estate subject to the limitations of 
the settlement, in the purchase of an equity of redemption of a farm in 
his own name and for his own benefit. By a judgment of North, J., in 
the action dated the 20th of July, 1889, upon default of defence, the 
persons interested in the sum of £3,105 so improperly invested were 
declared to be entitled to a lien on the farm so purchased for the amount, 
with interest, and the defendant was ordered to pay the costs of the action 
up to and including the trial; and it was further declared that the 
defendant ought to be removed from being trustee of the settlement, with 
liberty to apply as to appointment of new trustees. Accounts and 
— were taken pursuant to the judgment of the 20th of July, 1889, 
and to a subsequent order, and the defendant attended these proceedings. 
The chief clerk issued his certificate, and the case came on for further con- 
sideration, when an order was made that the defendant should pay into court 
the balance of certain moneys still due from him to the amount of £15 14s. 3d; 
the order did not give the defendant his costs of the action subsequent to 
the judgment in theaction. From that order the defendant appealed so far 
as it omitted to give him such subsequent costs. Before the present appeal 
he had paid into court the whole of the trust funds found due from him. 
It was contended that a trustee is entitled to all his costs except so far as 
any misconduct on his part has involved them, and that in the present 
case the costs in question would have been involved equally if there had 
been no misconduct on the trustee’s part; that the whole misconduct 
would have been answered by a simple order for payment by the trustee of 
money into court, and that the taking of the inquiries was wholly inde- 
pendent of the misconduct; and that therefore the costs ought to be 
allowed, for which Hewett v. Foster (7 Beav. 348) was an authority. 

Tue Court (Linney, Bowen, and A. L. Srrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Livery, L.J., said he saw no reason for interfering with the decision 
of North, J. The case was one of importance to trustees. The court 
would go as far as it could to give trustees their costs, charges, and 
expenses properly incurred. But here the trustee’s misconduct had given 
rise to the expenses that were asked for, and it was such misconduct that 
North, J., had thought the trustee ought to be removed. North, J., 
had refused to allow these costs because he thought that but for the mis- 
conduct there would have been no need for the action at all, and there 
would not have been the expenses incurred at all. As to the old 
rule of the Court of Chancery, and what a trustee was entitled to, 
according to authorities, when his lordship looked at Hewett v. Foster, 
which was relied on by the appellant, he could not read that as laying 
down that a trustee was entitled to his costs subsequent to the decree in 
such a case as the present ; it did not necessarily imply more than that 
there was a discretion and in the particular case in question the trustee 
was entitled to such costs: Where a trustee’s misconduct had occasioned 
the suit through which the costs were incurred, the costs were in the 
judge’s discretion. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Bowen and A. L. Sarru, L.JJ., concurred.—Counssg., Everité, Q.C., and 
Methold ; Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Warrington ; B. J. Leverson, Sotcrrors, 
Emmett, Son, Stubbs, § Melhuish ; Cooper, Thorowgood, § Tabor, for Coopers, 
Newcastle ; Randolph C. Want. 


{Reported by Arruun Lawnence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MILLS v. CARSON AND ANOTHER—No. 1, 18th November. 


Patent—Licence to Use on Payment or Annvuat Sum—Covenant ror 
Quiet Enjoyment — Lapse or Parent —Continvep Laanilitry or 
PATENTEE. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from the judgment of a divi- 
sional court (Mathew and Wright, JJ.) affirming the judgment of the 
Recorder of London in an action in the Mayor’s Court. The action was 
brought to recover the sum of £50 alleged by the plaintiff to be due under 
a licence granted to the defendants to use a certain patent. In June, 
1887, one Notley obtained letters patent for the invention of a safety 
| lamp burner for the United Kingdom fora term of fourteen years. By an 
| indenture dated the 30th of January, 1888, Notley granted to the defend- 
| ants the sole and exclusive licence and authority to use the invention 
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within the United Kingdom during the remainder of the jes ame, 
then ired, ted by the letters patent to Notley. For this ce 
the defendants to pay to Notley, his executors, administrators, and 
assigns, during the remainder of the term the yearly sum of £100 by equal 
half-yearly payments, the first payment to be made ‘‘on the Ist of July, 
for the year ending the 30th of June, 1888, and the last on the Ist of July, 
1901.’’ By the indenture Notley covenanted for himself, his executors, &c., 
that the y BP mache ng paying the money thereby reserved and observing the 
covenants, ‘‘ shall at all times ae the residue of the said term peace- 
ably and quietly hold, exercise, and enjoy the licence parry: A © sacge es 
without any lawful interruption or disturbance by the said ley, his 
executors, &c., or any other whomsoever.’’ Notley also covenanted 
that if any infringement of t t should be committed or threatened, 
he, his executors, &c., would, at his yg cost, and at the request of the 
defendants, take proceedings against the person so rea ae or threaten - 
ing to infringe. It was further agreed that if Notley sh at any time 
omit or refuse to take such ings, and if by reason of such omission 
or refusal, the patent should become void or ineffectual, or by reason of 
the invention not being novel or being an infringement of any other 
patent, then the payment of the annual sum should cease and determine. 
On the 7th of June, 1889, Notley absolutely the yearly payment 
of £100 to the plaintiff Mills. Notice of this ass t was given to the 
defendants, who made the wt =e | pre to the — as they 
became due. In June, 1891, a fee o became F ae ayo in respect of 
the patent under the Patents, Designs, and Trade- Act, 1883. This 
fee was not paid, and the patent lapsed. The defendants 
thereupon refused to continue to make the -yearly payments of £50, 
and this action was brought to recover the instalment due on the Ist of 
January, 1892. It was contended on behalf of the defendants that the 
were only liable to make the payments so long as the patent existed ; an 
that if that were not so, the court would imply a covenant in the deed 
that the patentee would pay the necessary fees to keep the t alive. 
The recorder gave judgment for the defendants, and the Divisional Court 
affirmed his judgment. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorges and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeil. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the contention of the defendants was that by 
reason of the act of the plaintiff the patent had become useless, and the cove- 
nant for quiet enjoyment had been broken, and that that covenant was a 
condition precedent to the liability of the defendants to make the half- 
yearly payments. Nothing was said in the deed as to who was to pay the 
fees, but it was argued that there was an implied obligation on the part 
of the patentee or his assignee to do so. It was not necessary to decide 
whether that was so or not; for the purpose of this decision he would 
assume that there was such an obligation on the patentee. Assuming, 
therefore, that the plaintiff ought to to have = e fees, and that 
omission to do so had caused an interruption of the defendants’ rights, and 
a breach of the covenant for quiet cnlapuied. there still remained the 
question whether that omission defeated the plaintiff’s right to the Pay 
ment of these annual sums by the defendants. The covenant for quiet 
enjoyment was primé facie an independent covenant, and in this case he 
could not find anything which made it a condition precedent to some 
other covenant in the deed. There was a further point, namely, that it 
was expressly stated in the deed under what circumstances the payment by 
the defendants was to cease, but the non- mt by the patentee of the 
necessary fees was not mentioned, and therefore it must be assumed that 
it was left out intentionally. He came to the conclusion that the cove- 
nant for quiet enjoyment was an independent covenant, and the breach of 
it by the plaintiff did not absolve the defendants from the payment of the 
stipulated sums, though it might be the subject of a counter-claim. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunsgt, Joseph 
Walton, Q.C., and Leslie Probyn; Moulton, Q.C., and English Harrison. 
Soricrrors, Mills § Currey ; John Hands. 

[Reported by F. O. Ronixsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re ALFRED BETZOLD & CO.—No. 2, 17th November. 
Practice —Company—WinbInG-up OrnpEr—DuiscuarGe or Oxper. 


This was an appeal to discharge an order made by Vaughan Williams, J., 
for winding up the above-named company. The com was incorporated 
under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, as a li company with a 
nominal capital of 10,000 shares of £1 each, of which 9,995 had been 
issued. The company practically consisted of two persons, of whom one, 
its managing director, held 4,990 shares, and the other5,000. On the 11th 
of August, 1892, a compulsory order for winding up was made on a 
petition (which it was admitted was duly served on the company) 
presented by a creditor for a judgment debt and costs amounting to 
£57 4s., the company not appearing. On the 24th of August an order was 
made by the Vacation Judge to stay proceedings until the present yee 
ya the we ae J and —_— Betzold, the ang vs yo shot - be 

posed of. e appeal now coming on for , it appeared from 
the evidence that the petition had been presented and the order for 
winding up made during the absence from England of the appellant 
Alfred Betzold, and that he had never heard of the proceedings; that 
the company had ample assets, and the petitioner was its only creditor ; 
and that the petitioner’s debt and costs had been paid. It was — 
whether application ought not to have been made to Vaughan W ; 
J., i of to the Court of Appeal, but 


Tue Cover (Lixpiey, Bowen, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) thought that 
they could do what was asked, and that the winding-up order might be 
discharged on the appellants undertaking to Pay costs, and they 
allowed the appeal accordingly. The order to be drawn up on production 





of the consent of the official receiver.—Oounsen, G. F. Hart; Waggett. 
Soxrcrrors, Lindo ¢ Co; N. H. Smith. 
[Reported by Antuur Lawneyca, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SKINNER & CO. v. SHEW & CO.—No. 2, 2ist November. 


Patrent—AcTION TO RESTRAIN THreats ny “‘ CrncvLars, ADVERTISEMENTS, 
OR OTHERWISE’’—PATENTSE UNABLE TO BRING AcTION FoR INFRINGEMENT 
—lInsunction—Partents, Dasians, anD Trape-~Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 
47 Vicr. c. 57), 8. 32. . 


This was an appeal by the defendants from a decision of North, J., who 
had held that certain letters of the defendants contained ‘‘ threats ” within 


the mear of section 32 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 
1883, and, fore, had granted. an injunction to restrain such 

wi 8 ey oe The ts had on various occasions 
supplied the Stereoscopic Co. with cameras constructed under a 
patent bel tothem. On the 12th of F , 1892, the company 
sent to the a model of a camera which been su to 


ts 
them by the tiffs with a letter, in which they stated that model 


had some elight resemblance to the defendants’ “ Eclipse’ camera, and 
asking whether it encroached upon their rights in any way. To this the 
defendants replied, on the 13th of February, as follows: ‘“‘ We thank you 


shewn is undoubtedly. 
ment. We shall be 


ted, and 


i: 
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fis 


on 
for your kind letter of and in to say that the camera 
y iheur op reply beg y 


& 


~ us the name of manufac- 
turer, and we will communicate with him.” In octoeneas 
of this letter the Mrs ged through their solicitors wrote to the p) 
telling them what occurred : 
stances it is absolutely im: ted es ane as 
tions for an agreement. However useful your inven ma can- 
not submit themselves to the risk of a lawsuit.” 20th February 
the plaintiffs wrote to the 
from a letter which you sent to the London Stereoscopic Co. that you 
intend to dispute our it to make 
they shewed you a sample. We ma 
from more one eminent 
defend any action that you may 
own ground that we cannot for a 
ing our camera from the market. . . . We shall 
oe what steps you propose in the matter.”’ 
owing reply was sent :—‘‘ In reply to 
firm ours of the 18th to the 


infringement 
15,657/91, and are prepared to take action to stop 
correspondence ensued, and on the 16th of May, 1892, the plaintiffs issued 
a writ against the defendants, claiming an injunction to restrain the 


defendants from making or continuing threats of legal or 
liability by letters, circulars, advertisements, or otherwise in of 
the alleged t of patent No. 4,102, of 1885, of which the 
defendants to be the assignees, damages and costs. Section 32 


of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, enacts as follows :— 
‘“Where any person claiming to be the patentee of an invention, b 
circulars, advertisements, or otherwise, threatens other person 

y alleged 


seat gal tights of the making such threats 

ment of 

that this section shall’ not y if the 

mre ” Counsel for the Hi ts contended that their 
tent. or con 
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tious was pevSenen Ste oe made in answer to inquiries, which 


case. ‘The effect of it was to make that which was actiona 
if done mald fide, actionable 

not extend the class of actionable cases. The (it 
circular or advertisement, and the words “or otherwise 
stricted to words ejusdem generis : Dwarris on Statutes, pp. 621, 657. 
cited Wren v. Weild (L. R. 4 Q. B. 731, 17 W. 1 big. 
Brotherhood (29 W. R. 9, 15 Ch. D. 514), and Barrett v. Day ee 
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was consequence of the decision of the Court of Appeal in Halsey 
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v. Brotherhood (ubi supra), which in effect decided that sond fde threats of 
ings for the infringement of a patent were not actionable, 

and that a p=tentee was not bound to follow up his threats by actual pro- 
ceedings. é@ object of section 32 was to enable the man who was 
threatened to bring an action for damages and to restrain the threats, 
unless the threatener did or would follow up his threats by legal proceed- 
ings for infringement of his patent. The section said, You are not to 
threaten, even Be general sort of way not directed against a particular 
person ; but, if you do so, you are not to be liable to an action under the 
section if you bring and prosecute with due diligence an action for in- 
fringement. It was said that in the present case there had been no 
threat “‘ by circulars, advertisements, or otherwise,’’ nothing ¢jusdem 
generis with a circular or an advertisement, no threat of a public nature, 
and therefore no threat within section 32. If the words were so read, his 
lordship thought that the object of the section would be missed, which 
was to prevent threats in any way, and a patentee would be allowed to 
make all sorts of threats, provided that he did not do so by public 
statements, such as circulars or advertisements. In Barrett v. Day (ubi 
supra) it was held by North, J. (following Combined Weighing, §c., Co. v. 
Automatic, $c., Machine Co. (37 W. R. 636, 42 Ch. D. 665) and Driffield, §c., 
Co. v. Waterloo Mills Co. (34 W. R. 360, 31 Ch. D. 638) ), that a threat by 
letter was within the section. In his lordship’s opinion this was the right 
construction. It was argued that a letter in answer to an inquiry was 
at He thought that privilege had nothing to do with the matter. 
here was nothing in section 32 which allowed such an excuse. The 
a of North, J., and those decisions which he followed were quite 

ight. 

Bowen, L J., was of the same opinion, and discussed the state of the 
law before the statute. The Legislature thought there was a mischief 
which was not touched by the common law. It was difficult to see why 
that which, in the natural sense of the words, was a threat, was not a 
threat because it was addressed to a third person, who had asked a ques- 
tion, or to the threatened person himself. In his lordship’s opinion it was 
a threat. There was no doubt a rule that general words must be con- 
strued as ejusdem generis with what had gone before, but the whole scope 
of the Act must be looked at, and if it was clear that the general 
words were intended to extend the meaning of what had gone before, 
effect must be given to the intention of the Legislature. The Legis- 
lature intended a threat to bring a patent action. Such an action 
was the most unpleasant thing which could happen to a man of 
business, and nothing was so calculated to paralyze his business as 
a tbreat of such an action. To construe the section as limited to threats 
of a public nature would be to render the protection incommensurate with 
the mischief. Irremediable mischief might be done by a threat con- 
tained in a letter. The Legislature desired that a threat of a patent 
action should not be kept hanging over a man‘s head, and, reading the 
section in this light, the word ‘otherwise’ could not be construed as 
had been suggested by Mr. Bousfield. The words ‘circulars or advertise- 
ments ’’ were inserted to enlarge the words ‘‘ or otherwise.” 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., in expressing his concurrence, said he thought section 
32 an absolute protection against the person who made the threats, 
u the threatener could bring himself within the two saving clauses. 
When once the conclusion was come to that threats were absolutely 
forbidden, it did not matter how the threats were made, and the argument 
as to words ejusdem generis could not arise. Appeal dismissed with costs. 
—CovnseL, Bousfield, Q.C , and 7. Terrell; Moulton, Q.C., and Micklem. 
Sorrcrrors, Watkins, Baylis, § Co. ; Waterhouse, Winterbotham, & Harrison, 
for Cozens-Hardy § Jewson, Norwich. 

[Reported by W. 8S. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE ECCLESIASTICAL COMMISSIONERS +. TREEMER—( thitty, J., 
16th November. 


Lease ror Lives—Sun-iease—Surrenper or LEaAse—ReNEWAL or LEASE 
ror Lives—4 Geo. 2, c. 28, s. 6—Wuen TIME REGINS TO RUN AGAINST 
Reversionee—Reat Prorerty Limrration Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. 
c. 57), 8. 2. 


This was an action by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners to recover 
possession of land. It appeared that in 1805 an ecclesiastical corporation 
sole, whore rights and interests accrued to the plaintiffs in 1839, granted a 
freehold lease of certain lands at Ealing for three lives. The lessees in 
1807 sub-demised part of the land for a term of ninety-nine years. deter- 
minable on the pping of the last of the three lives. In 1832 the 

lessees surrendered their lease, and by an instrument in accord- 
ance with the then existing practice, dated the day following the surrender, 
a new lease was granted to the same parties for other lives. The new 
lease was by common law demise, and bore an indorsement of livery of 
seisin. The last of the lives in the lease of 1805 dropped in 1874. The 
last of the lives in the lease of 1832 dropped in 1891. In July, 1871, the 
— then entitled to the premises comprised in the sub-lease of 

807, to sell the same as the owners thereof in fee simple, 
and saxce were in April, 1872, conveyed accordingly; and it 
— that the defendant and the persons through whom he derived 

had remained in possession ever since without paying any rent under 
the sub-lease, and now claimed to be entitled in fee simple by virtue of the 
present Statute of Limitations. The argument chiefly turned upon the 
operation of the rev lease of 1832. 

Curry, J., said that the first point taken by the defendant was that by 
the lease of 1832 there passed to the lessees but an interesse termini, and 
that their tenancy was incomplete without entry. The object was to shew 





that no estate passed, only a mere right of taking possession. But it was 
plain that the phrase related to the interest which the termor had by force 
of the lease which had been made to him. See on this point Co. Litt., s. 
459, and more especially Coke, 270), where Coke pointed out the diversity 
between a lease for a term and a lease for lives with respect to completion 
by entry. The mg interesse termini had never been used with refer- 
ence to a freehold lease, and was not applicable to such, Then the de- 
fendant said that the livery of seisin was imperfect, because there was 


| nothing which shewed that the ¢erve tenant in 1832 had assented to the 


livery of seisin. This point was also raised with a view of making out that 
no estate passed by the lease of 1832. However, that deed proved itself 
after the lapse of thirty years, and, ia accordance with the legal maxim 
omnia rite acta prasumuntur, the presumption was in favour of the validity 
of the livery and that the tenant under the sub-lease did assent. A third 

int was that on the surrender in 1832 of the lease of 1805 there remained 
in the grantor a reversion in the estate expectant on the determina- 
tion of the sub-lease of 1807, and therefore ‘that the plaintiffs had 
a right of re-entry at such -determination’in 1874. By the law as 
it stood in 1731, before the passing of the statute 4 Geo. 2, c. 28, 
s. 6, the effect of the surrender of the o!d lease would have been to have 
left the sub-lessee without a reversion expectant on his sub-lease. To 
prevent that the statute of Geo. 2 was passed. The statute in substance 
made the new lease the reversion immediately expectant on the determina- 
tion of the under-lease. But there was nothing in the statute which 
enabled the chief landlord who had granted the new lease to take any 
proceeding to recover possession against the sub-lessee holding over after 
the expiration of his term. The statute of Geo. 2 therefore made the 
lease of 1832 a valid lease, and it was not until the dropping of the la-t life 
under that lease in 1891 that the chief landlord had a right of re-entry 
or was entitled to recover possession. His lordship distinguished Zeclesias- 
tical Commissioners v. Rowe (29 W. R. 159, 5 App. Cas. 736), as a case where 
the defendant was in possession as a trespasser, and there had been no valid 
sub-lease like the one in the case before him, and the statute of 4 Geo. 2 
had in consequence no operation. The plaintiffs could not, in derogation 
of the estate which had been lawfully granted in 1832, have proceeded to 
recover possession, and it was only in 1891 that their right to sue accrued. 
They were, therefore, entitled to recover the land.—Cowunset, Byrne, Q.C., 
and B. B. Swan ; Levett, Q.C., and H. Zerrell. Soxscrrors, Jennings- White, 
Milles, § Co. ; Charles Sawbridge § Son. 

[Reported by J. F. Wavey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROLLS v. ELLIS—Chitty, J., 19th November. 


MortGacee IN Possess1on—PersonaL PAYMENT UNDER CovENANT—ForeE- 
CLOSURE—FormM or OrnpER—PRACTICE. 


TLis was an application, which came cn asa short cause, by a mortgagee 
in possession under a legal mortgage, for personal payment under the 
covenant and foreclosure. It was said that there was no precedent for 
the form of order where there was a mortgagee in possession, and it was 
doubted whether the form in Farrer v. Lacy (34 W. R. 22, 31 Ch. D. 42) 
would be right. 

Currry, J., said that ‘‘ regard being had to anything received under’’ the 
usual account of rents and profits should be inserted in the order for an 
account of what was duc under the covenant. His lordship observed that 
the principle of the court was that separate accounts should be taken in 
respect of the personal covenant and the foreclosure, and that that prin- 
ciple must be followed.—Covnset, Lyttelton Chubb. Sortcrror, G. Bayford 
Porter. 

[Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ROBERTS v. BOOTH—North, J.,; 19th November. 


DismissaL or AcTION FoR WANT OF ProsEcuTIon—CoUNTER-CLAIM— 
R. 8. C., XXI., 16; XXIII., 4; XXVILI., 11. 

Shortcause. This action was commenced on the 24th of November, 1891. 
By his statement of claim, dated the 27th of May, 1892, the plaintiff alleged 
the existence of a partnership between himself and the defendant, and 
claimed a partnership account, payment of sums due, and an injunction to 
restrain the defendant from acts therein complained of. By his defence and 
counter-claim, dated the 21st of June, 1892, the defendant alleged that 
the partnership was dissolved about the 7th of October, 1890, and that by 
an agreement of that date the defendant had employed the plaintiff at a 
weekly salary, and that at the dissolution of the partnership nothing was 
due to the plaintiff from the defendant or the firm. And the defendant by 
his counter-claim alieged that the plaintiff, whilst in his employment under 
the agreement of the 7th of October, received debts due to the defendant 
amounting to £66 4s. 10d., and converted the money to his own use, and 
claimed payment of the said £66 4s. 10d. The plaintiff having delivered 
no reply, on the 9th of November, 1892, it was orderedfthat the action be 
dismissed for want of prosecution in default of reply within seven days. 
No reply being delivered, defendant now moved for judgment for the 
relief claimed by his counter-claim. The plaintiff did not appear. For 
the defendant reliance was placed on ord. 21, r. 16, which provides that 
where a defendant sets up a counter-claim and the action of the plaintiff 
is dismissed the counter-claim may be proceeded with; on ord. 23, r. 4, 
which provides that where a counter-claim is pleaded a reply thereto shall 
be subject to the rules applicable to statements of defence; and on 
ord. 27, r. 11, which peovilen thut if the defendant makes default in 
delivering a defence the plaintiff may set down the action on motion for 
jadgment, and such judgment shall be given on the statement of claim as 
the court shall consider the plaintiff entitled to. 


Nortu, J.—On production of affidavit by the defendant that the 
laintiff has not since delivery of the counter-claim paid any part of the 
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sum therein claimed and of service of notice of motion, judgment for the 
sum claimed by the counter-claim and costs thereof.—CounseL, Percy 
Wheeler, Sottcrrors, A. Scott Lawson, for W. Foster, Leeds. 


[Reported by C. F. Duncay, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re GARDNER, LONG v. GARDNER—North, J., 8th November. 
Leoacy - Inrgrest on Lecacy—Inrant Execuror. 


This was a point, arising on the administration of the estate of a deceased 
person, set down for further consideration. By her will, dated the 8th of 
December, 1887, Mrs. R. Gardner appointed an infant, 8. H. Giffard, an 
execator, with three other persons, and bequeathed a legacy to him. She 
died on the 2nd of April, 1889, and her will was proved by her three 
other executors. An order having been made for the administration of 
the estate of the deceased, and the usual accounts and inquiries having 
been directed, the chief clerk in his certificate raised the question whether 
the legacy to the infant would carry intere:t. On the further considera- 
tion of the action it was admitted on behalf of the infant that the case 
was not covered by authority. Reid v. Devaynes (2 Cox, 285) was, how- 
ever, relied on. ‘The following cases were also cited in the argument and 
judgment :—Re Hawkens’ Trusts (33 Beav. 570), Lewis v. Mathews (L. R. 8 

iq. 277), and Angermann v. Ford (29 Beav. 349). 

Norn, J., held that the legacy would not carry interest until the infant 
attained twenty-one years and undertook to act as executor.—CounsEL, 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and F. A. Jones; Everitt, Q.C., and P. V. Smith ; Sir 
Arthur T. Watson, Q.C., and Methold. Soxtcrrors, Western § Son; Gedge, 
Kirby, § Millett ; Humphreys, Son, § Kershaw. 

{Reported by G. B. M. Coorr, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
JAMES +. MASTERS—1i7th November. 


Sanrrary AvutHuortry—Byze-LAW—PL.Lan or Prorosep Burtpinc—ALrTera- 
TION IN BvuILpING. 


This was a special case stated by two of the justices for the county of 
Glamorgan. The appellant, who was clerk to the Merthyr Tydfil Local 
Board of Health, summoned the respondent before the court of summary 
jurisdiction on the following charge—viz., that he erected a building 
within the district of the sanitary authority without sending to such 
authority complete plans and sections of every floor of such building as 
required by the bye-laws of the said authority. Bye-law 93, under which 
the proceedings were taken, was, so faras is material, as follows :—93. 
Every person who shall intend to erect a building shall give to the sani- 
tary authority notice in writing of such intention, which shall be 
delivered or sent to their clerk, and shall at the same time send to their 
clerk complete plans and sections of every floor of such intended building, 
which shall shew the position, form, and dimensions of the several parts 
of such building. By another bye-law the sanitary authority had powcr 
to remove or alter any work done in contravention of any of the bye- 
laws, unless sufficient cause to the contrary were shewn. The justices, 
after hearing the evidence for and against the charge, found as facts that 
the respondent deposited plans of the buildings which he intended to 
erect, and that the plans were accepted by the board; that the a 
as erected deviated from those plans; that these deviations consisted in 
the height of two of the floors being reduced from 10 ft. 6 in. to 10 ft., 
and in a portion of an attic being made smaller ; and that none of the 
deviations infringed any of the bye-laws of the board. The justices on 
these findings came to the conclusion that plans had been me 4 deposited 
and paseed, and that there had been no infringement of the bye-law in 
question. The justices dismissed the summons, but stated this case for 
the opinion of the court. The respondent did not appear. 

Tue Covurr (Lord Coxertnes, C.J., and Witts, J.) were of opiuion that 
the decision of the justices was wrong, and remitted the case for them 
to convict the respondent. 

Lord Co.extwcr, C.J., said that in the course of the erection of the 
buildings the builder had changed his mind and made certain alterations. 
These alterations might have been made quite bond fide, and might not in 
themselves infringe any bye-law, but no plan of them had been submitted 
to the sanitary authority, and therefore the respondent had not complied 
with bye-law 93. If they were to decide otherwise a builder might de- 
posit plans of an intended building, and afterwards make substantial 
alterations in it, and then contend that he had complied with the regula- 
tions. 

Wits, J., concurred. Case remitted to justices.—Counset, Upjohn. 
Soxicrror, Schultz § Son. 

[Reported by F. O. Rosiyson, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. +. JUSTICES OF MISKIN HIGHER—19th November. 


INNKEEPER — Licence — Renewat — Rervsat — Jvrispicrion — Notice or 
Oxnsection — Grounps or Onsection — ‘‘ Disonperty CHARAcTER’’ — 
Evipence —Manpamus—Licensine Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 94), s. 42 
—Licenstnc Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 49), s. 26. 

This was a rule visi for a mandamus to the justices of Miskin Higher to 
hear and determine the application of a man named Pitman, who was the 
licensed occupier of the Angel Inn, Aberdare, for a renewal of his licence. 
The licence was indorsed to him in April, 1892, and subsequently trans- 
ferred by the justices in special sessions; he had for ten years held a 
licence for another inn in the district without complaint. Previous to the 
general annual licensing eessions held on the 23rd of August, 1892, he was 


served by the superintendent of police with ‘notice of objection to the 
renewal on the following grounds :—(1) That a licensed house was not 
required in the es (2) that the house was of a disorderly 
character ; and (3) it was not structurally for the business. 
On the hearing of the application at the adj sessions evidence was 
admitted by the justices, and objected to by the applicant’s solicitors, to 
the effect that three previous tenants had been convicted of 
permitting drunkenness and keepiog open on Sundays in 1888, 1891, and 
1892, and the chairman announced that the bench refused the renewal 
upon this ground, but did not find that the other grounds were su 

by the evidence; it was admitted that there was no complaint 

character of the applicant. By section 42 of the Licensing Act, 1872 (35 
& 36 Vict. c. 94), itis provided that the justices shall not entertain a 
objection to the renewal, or take any evidence with respect to the . 
of a licence, unless written notice of an intention to oppose the renewal 
has been served on the holder reven days before the heariug, &c., provided 
also that the justices may, although no notice has been given, on an 
objection taken, adjourn the — and require the attendance of 
the holder on a certain day, when the ication and objection will be 
considered. By section 26 of the Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 
49), it was provided that the written notice of the intention to oppose the 
renewal above mentioned should state in “‘ general terms the grounds of 
objection.” In shewing cause — the rule it was contended b 
counsel for the respondents that if the 

justices upon notice of objection they d exercise their discretion as to 
the ground upon which they would 

confined to the grounds stated in the notices. Here, asa matter of fact 
the evidence was properly admitted, inasmuch as it went to the 

of the disorderly character of the house stated in the notice of objection, 
which was the ground upon which the justices acted; and further 
evidence as to that ground is properly directed to the character and history 


% 


of the house, and not to that of the applicant. It was ~— by counsel 
in support of the rule that the evidence was im y tted, on the 
qoeund that itmust go to the character of the , and not to that 
of previous holders of the licence. Bricks mortar could not 


be 

disorderly, and it would be unjust to punish an innocent man for the 
character of predecessors. , the pon which the 
refused the renewal was not included in those stated in the notice of 
objection, which states that the houre ‘‘is”’ of a disorderly character, 
whereas the evidence went to shew that the house ‘‘ had been ”’ disorderly. 

Tur Court (Lord Coreriner, O.J., and Wits, J.) discharged the rule. 

Lord Cotsnivcz, C.J., in judgment said that the justices had 
acted within their power in g evidence of previous conviction, and 
in deciding upon the ground that the house was disorderly. It was 
argued that the house itself could not be disorderly, and that the objec- 
tion must go to the character of the applicant. But that was not so. A 
‘‘ disorderly house’? was a Parliamentary phrase, and clearly distinguished 
from the character of the applicant. In support of the objection evidence of 
convictions of previous holders of the licence was perfectly admissible ; as 
to whether it was sufficent was entirely a question of fact for the justices. 

Wus, J., concurred, and said that the question as to whether notice 
was bound to be given of the ground upon which the renewal was refused 
did not really arise here, because the justices had decided really one 
of the grounds specified. But the short result of the case of v. 
Wakefield (35 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 360; 39 W. R. 561; 1891, A... 173), 
was that the justices were at liberty to go into other relevant grounds 
which might suggest themselves, and that where the ground was not 

rsonal to the applicant notice was unnecessary. A com with the 
Wine and Beerhouse Act made it still more clear that the character of 
the house was distinguished in the con! of Parliament from that 
of the applicant. Here, therefore, the e was — legitimate, 
and it was probably the intention of Parliament that objections to the dis- 
orderly way in which a house might be conducted should not be got rid 
of by merely transferring the business to a new manager.—CounsgL, J. V. 
Austin; J. Paterson. Sorcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Lewis § Co , 
Merthyr Tydfil; Purkis § Co., for Phillips ¢ Son, A’ i 

[Reported by J. P. Metxor, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Ex parte YOUNG—17th November. 


Practice—Rvute nist ror Manpamus—Prosscurorn—Crown Orrice 
Ruxzs, 1886, x. 76. 

Rule 76 of the Crown Office Rules, 1886, provides that “ 
the issuing of any writ of mandamus shall be 
of moving an affidavit be produced by which some person shall depose 
upon oath that such motion is made at bis instance as prosecutor.” 
a motion for a rule nisi calling upon the j 
cause why they should uae bent eat Ghenenas Oe eee 
Young a licence for the eale of intoxicating liquors, affida 
did not state in express terms who was the 

Tur Covrr (Lord pepe C.J., and Wma, J.) held that the affi- 
davit did not comply with rule 76, and that 
until the affidavit had been amended.—Covnsgt, G. A. Bonner, Sotacrrors, 
W. H. BE. Stone, for D’ Angibau, Boscombe. 

[Reported by F. O. Ronrxsoy, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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BUCKLEY ». CRAWFORD—2ist November. 
Arracument—Contewrt or Court—Jvurispicrion—Orper To PAY Monry 
— . Cae ee Acr (32 & 33 Vicr. 
c. 62), ss. 4, 5. 





In this case an order had been made by Bruce, J., at chambers, 
ing a writ of attachment to issue agains tho appellant 
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court in having disobeyed an order of a judge at chambers to pay certain 
money in pursuance of an undertaking to do so. It appeared that the 
a tant, who was an execution creditor, having obtained judgment for a 
debt and issued a writ of execution under which the goods of the debtor had 
been seized, but which goods were claimed by the respondent under a bill 
of sale, was anxious to obtain control of the sale of the goods. He 
accordingly gave an undertaking to the effect that if, on the sale of the 
goods, there was any deficiency below the amount of the security under 
the bill of sale, he would make the amount good. The goods were sold, 
but realized £139 less than the amount of the security. An order was 
then made by the judge at chambers that he should pay that amount 
‘* purruant to his undertaking,’’ and on his failure to pay the money the 
«rder for attachment appealed against was made. It was contended by 
counsel for the appellant that this was in reality an order for the payment 
of a debt, and should not be treated as the breach of an undertaking to the 
ccurt. Since the Debtors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 62), s. 4, there was 
no power to imprison for such a debt, this care not coming within the 
exception in section 5, there being no proof whatever of means. He 
cited Hewitson v. Sherwin (14 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 730, 18 W. R. 802, L. 
R. 10 Eq. 53), Esdaile v. Visscr (28 W. R. 281, 13 Ch. D. 421), De Lossy v. 
De Lossy (38 W. R. 511, 15 P. D. 115), and Dillon v. Cunningham (L. R. 
8 Ex. 23). Further, in any event the application for an attachment 
thould have been made to the judge in bankruptcy under the Lord 
Chancellor’s order of January, 1884, made in pursuance of the Bankruptcy 
Act of 1883, s. 103. It was argued by counsel for the respondent that the 
breach of an undertaking given to the court was none the less so because 
it was for payment of money, aud could be enforced in the same way as 
the breach of an injunction: ord. 42, rr. 24,7. He cited also Preston v. 
Etherington (32 Soxicrtoxs’ Jounnar, 43, 36 W. R. 49, 37 Ch. D. 104) and 
Butes v. Bates (37 W. R. 230, 14 P. D. 17). 

Tue Covrt (Lord Coteriver, C.J., and Wits, J.) allowed the appeal 
and directed the order for attachment to be set aside. The order for dis- 
obedience to which the order for attachment had been made was, in the 
opinion of the court, simply an order to pay money, and the fact that the 
breach of it was also a breach of an undertaking made no substantial 
difference, although the ground of the liability was the undertaking. 
There was abundant authority to shew that such an order to pay money 
created a debt. The cases cited, Hewitson v. Sherwin, Dillon v. Cunning- 
ham, Reg. v. Pratt (28 W. R. 626, L. R. 5 Q. B. 176), Jackson v. Mawby 
(24 W. R. 92, 1 Ch. D. 86), and Marris v. Ingram (28 W. R. 434, 13 Ch. D. 
335), established that. It was clear that under the Debtors Act of 1869 
there could be no imprisonment for such a debt; in a case where it was 
said that Charles, J., had made a similar order the learned judge was 
satisfied that the party against whom the order was made was in a 
position to pay and would not. Here, however, there was no evidence 
whatever of means, and the order must consequently be set aside.— 
CounszL, C. C. Scott ; Oswald. Soricrrors, Burgoyne § Co ; A. Harris. 

[Reported by J. P. Mexior, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re W., Ex parte W.—Q. B. Div., 17th November, 


So1icrron—ALLEGED Misconpuct—Inqurry py ComMitTEE or THE INcor- 
roraTEeD Law Socrery—Cuaree Witiprawy. 


This was an cr partic motion on behalf of a solicitor for a rule nisi for a 
mandamus to the committee of the Incorporated Law Society appointed 
under the Solicitors Act, 1888, to embody in the form of a report to the 
High Court of Justice the finding of the committee on a charge made 
against the solicitor, and to file the report in the said court. Certain 
allegations of misconduct having been made against the solicitor, the case 
came before the committee of the Incorporated Law Society, appointed 
under the Act, for their consideration. At the hearing, which took place 
in December, 1891, both the complainant and the solicitor were repre- 
sented by counsel. After hearing the evidence in support of the charge, 
the committee were of opinion that no primd facie case of misconduct had 
been made out against the solicitor, and suggested to the counsel for the 
complainant that the case should be withdrawn. This was accordingly 
done. This application was now made to the court for the purpose, as was 
stated, of vi ting the character of the solicitor, and of enabling him 
to obtain an order that his costs should be paid by the complainant, in 
on ne with the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Lilley (1892, 1 

Tue Court (Lord Corzrinez, C.J., and Wis, J.) refused to grant the 
rule, on the ground that, as the case against the solicitor had been with- 
drawn, the committee had not come to any finding, and, therefore, could 
not — a report.— CounseL, Arnold White. Soricrror, Battle, for the 


[Reported by F. O. Ronrxson, Barrister-at-Law. ! 








It is announced that the Bar Committee have been requested by the 
Lord Chancellor to consider the report and resolutions of the Council of 
Judges, which was published a few months ago, and to offer comments 
and suggestions thereon should they feel so disposed. The following 
gentlemen have therefore been appointed as a sub-committee to consider 
and report upon the matter—viz., Mr. W. F. Robinson, Q.C., Mr. 

» QC., Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Renshaw, 

Q.C., Mr. Farwell, Q.C., Mr. Ingle Joyce, and Mr. O. Leigh Clare, of the 

Bar ; and Mr. Buszard, Q C., Mr. Forbes, Q.C., Mr. Bosanquet, 

Q.C., Mr. Channell, Q.C., Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., Mr. English Harri- 
sop, and Mr. J. Alderson Foote, of the Common Law Bar. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The undermentioned gentlemen were, on the 17th inst., called to the 
degree of barrister-at-law :— 

Lincoin’s-1sn.—Thomas Henry Watson, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; 
Herbert Dunkinfield Darbishire, B.A., Cambridge; Howard Comber St. 
George, LL.B., Cambridge; Thornton Bulmer Bulmer, B.A., Oxford; 
Wasey Sterry, B.A., Oxford; Charles Blackstone Clapcott, B.A , Cam- 
bridge; Ward Coldridge, M.A.. Cambridge; R d Dodd, University 
of London ; and George Rivers Lowndes, of New College, Oxford. 

Mipptze Tzmpie.—John Daniel Andrew Johnson, LL.D., Royal Uni- 
versity, Ireland, barrister-at-law, King’s-inns, Dublin ; George Alington 
Cave-Orme, B.A., Cambridge University, and B.A., Melbourne University ; 
Robert Rennie Pepys Cockerell; Jobn Foster Vesey-Fitzgerald, jun., 
M.A, Keble College, Oxford; William Cosens Francia; Tudor Lay ; 
Hornius Laecari, B.A., Bombay University ; John Donald Clucas, B.A., 
Pembroke College, Cambridge; Keshav Ganesh Deshpande, B.A., Cam- 
bridge and Bombay Univer-ities; John Anthony Hawke, B.A., Oxford 
University; Charles Bronté Morgan, King’s College, London; Alick 
Henry Herbert Maclean; William Henry Whadcoat, B.A., LL.B, 
Trinity se Cambridge ; Sidney Wrangel Clarke, and John Moreton 
Pritchard, J.P., co. Anglesey. 

Inner Temrte.—Nasawanji Jamshedji Dady, B.A., Cambridge ; Ernest 
James Phelps, B A., Uxford; Charles Harry St. John Hornby, B.A., Ox- 
ford; Dennis Frederic Dennis De Vitré, B.A., Cambridge ; Harold James 
Reckitt, B.A., LL.B.. Cambridge; Henry Theodore Van Laun; Henry 
Ashworth Harrison, LL.B., Cambridge ; Joseph Randolph Randolph, B.A., 
Oxford; Richard Ouseley Blake Lane, jun., B.A., Oxford; Fearnley Wells 
Owen, B.A., Oxford; Hurprasad Singh Gour, B.A., Cambridge ; Charles 
Felix Algernon Stratford Canning, B.A., Oxford; Courtenay Chaworth 
Shippard, B.A., Oxford; Ernley Robertson Hay Blackwell (holder of a 
Scholarship in Real Property Law, awarded February, 1891); William 
Fraser Claughton Kelly, B.A., Oxford; D id Gordon M‘Dougall, B.A., 
Oxford, and M.A., Melbourne; Anthony Noel Denny, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Stuart Deacon, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Walter Gorst Clay, M.A., Cam- 
bridge (holder of a Scholarship in Equity, awarded July, 1891); Herbert 
James Craig, LL.B., Cambridge; Arnold Inman, B.A., Oxford; Rollo 
Frederick Graham-Campbell, LL.B., Cambridge; Henry Richings Bous- 
field; and Arthur Palmer Lilley, B.A., Cambridge. 

Gray’s-1nn —William Hugh-Jones, London University; Alexander 
Kelly Cook ; Joseph Watson ; and Frank Brisley. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. F. W. Macrean, QC.. bas been elected a Bencher of the Inner 
Temple, in succession to the late Mr. Myburgh, Q C. 


Mr. Artruvur Tuomas Patrinson, solicitor, Macclesfield, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pattinson was admitted in 
June, 1881. 


Mr. Franx Riptey, B.A, solicitor, Stratford has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ridley was admitted in February, 1886. 


Mr. Watrer Srancey Restart, solicitor, Birmingham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Uaths. Mr. Restall was admitted in July, 
1886. 


Mr. Maurice Wiiu1am Casterton Smett, solicitor, 6, Lancaster-place, 
Strand, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smelt was 
admitted in May, 1885. 

Mr. Arruvr Morton Saurru, solicitor, 29, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted in July, 
1878, 


*,.* In place of “Mr. John Wessley Beale” in last week’s ‘ Legal 
Mayors’’ read ‘‘ Mr. John Wessley Martin.’’ 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
Disso.vTions. 


Samven Josgru Cuapwick and Tuomas Lane Cuapwick, solicitors (Chad- 
wick & Sons), Dewsbury and Huddersfield. Oct. 13. The said Samuel 
Joseph Chadwick will in future carry on the said business under the same 
style or firm. 


Epwarp Crark and Cuartzs Henry Mecson Ronson, solicitors (Clark & 
Robson), Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Nov. 11. 


Joun Suetpon Herworrn and Epwarp Hunter Wess, solicitors (Hep- 
worth & Webb), 15, South-street, Finsbury, London. Nov. 14. The said 
John Sheldon Hepworth will continue to carry on business on his own 
account under the style or title of Hepworth & Co., at 15, South-street, 
Finsbury, aforesaid. [ Gazette, Nov. 18. 





Joun Metior Bert and Wi111am Rocers, solicitors (Bell & Rogers), 
estminster. Oct. 


Palace-chambers, Bridge-street, W Tr. . 29. 7 
Samvet Goovine and Leonarp Hi, solicitors aor _& Hill), 
Ipswich. Sept. 30. Gazette, Nov. 22. 





GENERAL. 
Mr. Justice Kennedy will be entertained at a dinner to be given by 
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some old Eton Coll in celebration of his recent elevation to the 
bench. The dinner take place at Limmer’s Hotel, Hanover-square, 
on Saturday, the 17th of December. 

In the course of a case before Mr. Baron Pollock, on Wednesday, the 
bad ventilation of the Royal Courts was referred to. Mr. Finlay, Q.C., who 
appeared for a cemetery company, remarked that, at any me his clients 
did not object to the state of things that existed in that respect. 

The Lord Chancellor entertained at dinner on Tuesday Lord Mac- 
naghten, the Right Hon. Sir E. Fry, the Right Hon. Sir W. Marriott, 
Q.C., M.P., Mr. Justice North, the Solicitor-General, Sir Edward Clarke, 
().C., M.P., several of the leaders of the bar, and "Mr. R. Pennington, 
President of the Incorporated Law Society, and Mr. A. G. ©. Liddell. 

Last week, says the Times, an application was made in a case, in which 
Mr. Finlay, Q.C., was leading counsel on one side, to ee Sen - 
ment of it on account of his engagement in the trial of the Manchester 
election petition. Lord Coleridge, however, refused the application, and 
said such an order as was asked would be without precedent. No doubt, 
he said, such applications were often made in cases of illness of counsel ; 
but it did not appear that Mr. Finlay was ill. On the contrary, it 
appeared from the ordinary channels of information that he was remark- 
ably well—tbough elsewhere. Only the Law Officers of the Crown were 
entitled to have cases postponed on the ground that they were engaged in 
public business elsewhere. 

The St. James’s Gazette says : Here is some plain —— from Mr. Justice 
Grantham on the subject of short sentences, which we commend to the 
friends of Mr. Hopwood, Q.C., M.P. One case before Mr. Justice 
Grantham at Carlisle, was where an old offender had been found guilty of 
stealing a coat, and this is what the judge said, and, as we think, very 
wisely :—** During the last thirteen years the prisoner had been convicted 
sixteen times, and it was evident he had spent the greater part of the last 
thirteen years in prison. He might as well have been sentenced to 
thirteen years’ imprisonment in 1879. In that event it would have cost 
the country only one prosecution, and only o: oa would have been 
injured; whereas sixteen people had been injur and various counties 
had been put to the cost of sixteen prosecutions.’’ He then sentenced this 
man to three years’ penal servitude. 

Mr. John Raymond, writing to the St. James’s Gazette on the subject of 
witnesses ‘‘ kissing the book,’’ says :—‘‘ I was present some years ago at 
the trial of an action by Mr. Justice Denman and a jury. A lady—the 
daughter of a very learned lawyer, the late Mr. Serjeant Manning—was 
called as a witness. She produced a copy of the Act which I have 
referred to, said that she thought that the practice of kissing the book 
was su erstitious, that the oath would bind her if she held the book 
inher hani; and she claimed the right to be sworn in that form. 
Th learned judge referred to the Act, ma held that the lady had a right 
to be sworn in the form which she declared would bind her; and she was 
sworn holding the book in her hand. What further reform is necessary ? 
It is strange that the Act seems to have escaped notice; for, although 
for eighteen years of my life I was in court nearly every day, I only saw 
the Act resorted to on the occasion to which I have refetred, and I have 
never heard of its being put into practice on any other occasion.” 


On Tuesday, says the Zimes, while Sir Francis H. Jeane was about to 
resume the hearipg of a matrimonial action, a suitor, who had more than 
once been before the court on motion days, rose and applied to his lordship 
to make an order in his favour for the costs of a suit he had brought against 
his wife and a co-respondent. The President said that the application was 
not in order, and that the case before the court must be proceeded with. 
The suitor, in loud tones, maintained that he was within his rights, that 
justice had not been done him, and that our whole system of 1 procedure 
ought to receive the denunciation of all honest people. The President 
told him tbat he could not be permitted to interrupt the business of the 
court, and directed him to sit down, but he declined to do this, and his 
lordship ordered the ushers to remove him. It was with difficulty they 
carried out the judge’s order, such was the resistance offered by the suitor. 
By the time they got him outside the court a considerable number of 
persons had assembled there, and to them he announced his intention of 
making an application every motion day till justice wasdone him. Having 
fired this parting shot, he quietly retired from the apne % 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota or Registrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 











Date AprgaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ane. No. 2. Curry. Nortn. 
Monday, NOV. .......-ss000000 28 Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Carvingto 
OS EE: 29 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Wednesday ......secccceeee00 BO Leach Rolt Carrington 
Thursday, Dec. .....0..s00000 1 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
EE aiigpancasehuiensbuetoniens 2 Leach Rolt Carri 
Baturday sesroerrcseserererrres 3 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srrevine. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Monday, Nov, . Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday..... Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Wednesday f Beal Ward Jackson 
Thursday, Dec, | Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
PPB - coy: vestesoriecvevseieseee 2 Beal Ward Jackson 
PION, scisvctdinetesctvese sees: 3 Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Waanine To tnrenpine Houses Puncuasers & Lessers.—Before p or renting 
a house have the ay arrangements oa examined by - e from The 
Meteorological Office, eet 


Sanitary Engineering entilation Co . 
Westminster (Estab, 1878), who also wae ee the Ventilation of Offices, &e.—[Apvr. ] 














WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, Nov. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep mr Cuanczry. 
Sopmean Estates ic are re Liurrep—Creditors in the United 


and 
ee we eee bates akon send in their 
and ad to 


Herbert Cecil 
Old J —— to tes Pein the Treen h & Finance Co, Limited 
Pretoria, Houth Setcan epubite: Julius & al Mortgage, Laan, & Pi solors liqui- 
onan Avpre.e Tecernoxs Syxpicats, Luarrep—Creditors are required, on or before 


Dec 16, @, to wend their names and addremes, and the particular of thei debts or claims, 
2 ee eS eee icholson & Co, Coleman st, solors for liqui- 


tors 
ee tn pe ye 
on or before 
eS oe ee to John Reeves Ellerman and John saa Pobch, 98, Austinivlors 
solors for 
F.ionipa Layp anp Morreace Liuurep—Petn for io Sor winding 3 bis for pet Nov 11 
asba Laxe sno Meerescn O, 1 Foss & Ledsam, Abchurch bl soe. = Notios 
¢ must reach the abovenamed not lat:r than 6 0’ 
‘ov 
Hewry Witxrinson & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are yogeiend, or before Dec. 31, to 


ESS Gea Wack eve te 


Roman Graver Co. » Cae ee oe required, on ro Ch 
names, addresses, | o—gaaygans their debts or claims, Peter Wi atson 
F. F. Wilson, 30, Finsbury chous 


SuAFTESBURY “Hawt anp Gymxasium Co, jamcen— Caen ae eee et then ete te 
Dec. 15, to send in their names and addresses, and 
Edward Bicker, Bournemouth 

Union Soar Co, Linrre—Creditors are or before Dec. 21, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars wretches te De. tigel ae 
Wentworth st, Bolton 

by ~~ Lion Cocoa Co, ey yan Bs are sequised. on or before Dec. 24, to send 

names and addresses, aie S their debts or es cai, © Charles 
Jasnes Thorns, 27, Bishopagate a ithout. Ingle & Oo, Threalneedle solors for 
iquidator 


beep IN Negeri 


Piymoutn Tramways Co—By an order Vaughan Williams, J., dated Nov. 9 
Ley Am Bane up oft the company be continued. Walter W: Webb 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Boxrorp New Cvs Benerir Socirty, National Schoolroom, Boxford, Suffolk. Nov. 14 
Norra Hit Farenpty Socrery, North Hill, Cornwall Nov. 1 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1x CHanceny. 


Bricuron Errre. Tower aso Wister Garveys, Lourev—Petn for winding up, 
sented Nov 17, directed to be heard on Dec 1. Beall & &- 
thall avenue, eo for Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 
later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of Nov 30 

pp ign oF ge Ei bp hey pe ee 
are on or before 24, names - 
lars vot their debts and to Sydney Taylor, 

Cuanisa Cross Vecrrantan Hore, anp RESTAURANT Co, Lim:trxv—Creditors are re- 
the uired, on or before Dec 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 

a oe, Henry Crunden Sargent, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney 
Yates, Chancery lane, solor for liquidator 

weices Fruit Facrory, ae fe are required, on or before Jan. 5, to send 

their names and addresses, and the their debts or claims, to George 


Sneath, 44 Saunders Coleman st, solors for the liquidator 
P.ixuourn Tramways Co.—Creditors are rin on or before Dec. 21, to send their 
names an their debts or claims, to W) 


ad the particulars illiam Henry 
eee Se SERENE , Southampton. Sn ee ee 
iquii 


Sonipivrep Perro.eum x (Proseas) Corroratiov, Liatrep—Pctn for i 

Nov 17, directed to be heard Dec. 1. Sad 6 Oo, ee avenue, 

solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach abovenamed later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of Nov. 30 

Ustnurep 1x CHANCERY, 

Murua. Commerciat anp Buitpixe me a ag winding up, Nov 15, 
directed to be heard on Dec1. Ridsdale & pag Aa my fin Fg my, Ay 
Sons, Dewsbury, 3 solors. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed 
Ridsdale & Son later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 30 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Luron Juvenite Foresters Friexpty Society, Christ Church Schoolroom, Buxton rd, 


Luton, Bedford. Nov 17 
Wo rvecuampron Frignpty Socizry, 1, 8t Peter’s sq, Wolverhampton. Nov 17 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Faipay, Nov. 11. 
Canon, Gusnan, Southampton st, Bloomsbury, Gent. Dec.2 Carew v Carew, Stirling, 


touth, Southam: 
Cricurox, Wittiam Jony, —_- Holy Orders. Dec. 24. Neale v Crichton, 
J Fleet st 


North, J. Moreton, 
Guu, THomas Hussanv, Davenport, Solicitor. Dec. 15. Roberts v Gill, North, J. 
Williams, Finsbury circus 


London Gasette.—Tuxspvay, Nov. 15. 
Suit, Eowarv Woopiry Accountant Dec. 12. Brooks y Hack- 
man, 


Kekewich, J. Taylor, Old Broad st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaz:tte.—Fuway, Nov. 11. 
Anpensox, Saran, Ulundi rd, Blackheath Jan1 Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 
Anaernoxa, Geonas Asatavees, East Melbourne, Victoria, Physician Deo8 Gedge & 


Co, 0 , 
Arxixsoy, Tuomas, st, Chelsea Dec 10 Barren, Bouverie st 


Baaaty, James Forrest, Belsize avenue, Hampstea!, Esq Decl5 Johnston & Masters, 
‘Theobald’s rd, Bedford row 
Bankes, Joseru CoLuizn, Mile end rd Dee 8 Norris & Son, Gray's inn place 
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K — Smithfield, Wholesale Provision Merchant Dec 19 | Ocie, Matruew Joux 
Downe ope i : heme 


, nr Macclesfield, Blacksmith Decl May, Macclesfield | 
Carr, Tuouas, Keighley, Yorks, Reed Maker Dec 14 Spencer & Clarkson, Keighley 


& Co, Coleman st 
Bracecinve, Joseru, 


Davipsox, James, Delafield rd, Chariton, Engineer Dec 14 Stone, Powis st, Woolwich 


Excocx, Sornta, Bath Dec 26 Little & Co, Bath 


Fisnes, Wi1.11am, Loughborough, Leics, Gent Dec 31 Toone & Bartlett, Loughborougy | 
Fry, Jons, Penarth, nr Cardiff, Shipowner Dec 9 Sykes, Old Broad st 

Fysyey, Auice, Cheetham hill rd, Manchester Dec 31 Chew & Co, Manchester 
Gitsgnt, Wit114M, Brapsbury, Hants Nov 22 Footner & Co, Andover 

Gneartnex, Jaues Frevenicx, Leamington, Esq Dec12 Wragge & Co, Birmingham 
Gnuice, Jouy, Liverpool, Auctioneer Dec 9 ©’Hare, Liverpool 

Hunt, Frevericx, Hayes, Kent, Gent Dec10 Willett & Latter, Bromley 


Payye, 
& 


oe tel Copth 


' Pearsos, OHN 


Isoram, Sanvet, Bredbury, co Chester Dec 12 Goulty & Goodfellow, Manchester 


Lowe, Rosgrt, Durham, Innkeeper Dec 1 Maddison, Durham 
Mary, Jouy ag Gt James st, Bedford row, M.A., D.Sc., Investment Banker Dec 
1 4 


0 
Maxam, Wi1.14m, Buxton, Clerk in Holy Orders Decl Ainsworth & Shipton, Buxton 
Mawnonatt, Feytox, Preston, Cotton Spinner Jani W A & R Ascroft, Preston bldgs, Ad 
Minuer, Samvet Henpanp, a bldgs, Garden walk, Rivington st, Cabinetmaker Dec 19 | 
Stibbard & Co, Cannon 


Muerorv, Joun Curnow, Effingham st, Pimlico Dee 14 


r 
Heap, Some Campden grove, Kensington, and Mayfield, Gent Dec 12 Sprott & Son, 


yfield, Sussex 


. 
a Isaac, Eskdale, St Bees, Cumbrld, Woodmonger Dec 19 Thompson, White- | 
ven 
Nigutinca.e, Manvers Raxvoutrnu, Teignmouth, Devon, retired Col Dec 20 Nightingale, | 
Crown ct, 0! 


Old Broad st 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atuisox, Cuartes Heyny, Ki m Hull, Litho- 
e F - aon Nov 12 Ord Nov 3 
suwortH, Jonn, Sou' ou busin 7 
Pet Nov v 14 Ord Nov 11 of ess iverpoo! 
Baiwey, Hewny, armouth, Mana Director of a 
Public Company Great Yarmouth Pee Nov 5 Ord 
ov 1 


Bane, 1 Evwarp, Newport, Mon, Tobacconist Newport, 
fence, er 
madam EDERICK, St Cray, Kent, Architect 
4 Pet Oct 6 | spelheneeeiencanes 
Binxpon, JAMES. HOMAS Bixvon, Brislington, Somerset, 
Farmers Bristol Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 


Biacxsury, Fee Cutsyke, Castleford, Yorks, Coal | 


‘. z= id .r Nov 15 = Nov 15 
aprorD, Freprrick, Leominster, dl Leomi 
¥ Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 ‘ ea — 
Buaistoy, 4 Great Yarmouth, Pan Great Yar- 
But Wininn Sahel bi howe Koper Si 
RowN, WILLI ting house K 
Pat N Novi ia Ged How g eeper Sheffield 
Cuatreet ov, A B, ‘hte rd, South 
| as Manager High Court Pet Sept 15 


| OcpEN, ALFRED, 
| can _ Bi 


a, 


Nov 
Cu —— Josurn % Bee Broad st, Architect High Court | 


awl 15 
veal unale Leeds, se 
16 Ord Nov t, Traveller Leeds Pet 


Dastevs, WILL1AM Havas, 1 meee E ™ 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov ge, Tailor Cambridge 
Birmingham Pot # 15 Nov 15 

Davies, ag A Swansea, Hatter Swa: Pet 
Nov Ord Nov 1 nser 


Kidderninater, Solicitor Kidderminster 

De ¥ “Count, 

« VALHERMY; Blomfield crescent, Harrow rd 
High Court ony 10 Ord Nov 15 

Epwasps, Tuomas, Melling, Lancs, Schoolmaster Liver- 

~ — Novl4 Ord Nov ~" 

ENGLAND, JOUN, , Woollen Manufact r Man- 
chester Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 14 —— 

me oan Cambridge, Grocer Cambridge Pet Nov 


Cu h., 
Nov 


Davey, Soromoy, 


Fe.ruan, tome Row.axp, Birmingham, Advertising 
A Pet ov 11 eo ag Be 11 
F.etcuer, Joun, Scotton, nr Knares 
ork Pet Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Fovutser, Rosrert, Norwich, Builder Norwich Pet Nov 
@ — agi d 14 LN 
EX, TLLIAM ottingham, Cap Proprietor 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16" ° 
Getper, Frepericx, Doncaster, 
Sheffield Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 1 
Gitiourest, CLrarexce Raymonp, Pentened xt, Ramip 


Pet ni oe Ord Nov 1 
11L1Am, Luton, Beds, Baker Luton Pet Nov 
Nov 16 


Guaves, fame, on, Kent, Dealer C; 
re Soe! anterbury Pet Nov 


Not- 


Gitrrow, 


Hanus, Joux | New oe ae Wilts, Grocer 
‘a Sw weg Mead os 14 ee Ee 
ARVEY, eRT, Swadlincot lerbyshire, Grocer Bur- 
< ton o Trent "Pet Nov 12 ‘Ord Nov 12’ 
loLLows, Jonx Rosert, Barion on Irwell, Lancs, 
Salford Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 waa 
house Keeper 


Gatel 


, per 


Homes, Evwarp, borough, Lodging 
is boron Bet Nov Ord Ord Nov 14 
ONES, Rp Apr 
Birkenhead Pet Nov 1s Ord lose 16 
Lasses, Cassaee, Wrst Deby, Lanes, Dairyman Liver- | 
Laxororp, Ji pty Me 
OHY, 9 s, G - ; idys 
se Ord Novus ores, Grocer Slouibridge | 








| Rippanps, Hexry Borris, 


.' Commission | 
| SANDERS, A 


Yielding & Co, Vincent sq, 8 


elphi 


Tamiy s Honea, e 
roffe, Gt Les 








Lawrence, Francis, and Georce Summers, Priest court, | 
High Court Pet | 


Foster lane, Pattern Card Makers 
Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 


Lioyp, Ricuarpv, and Hewry Fivor, Willenhall, Staffs, 
Loc 


Oxtey, e Wieuan Hewny, Clifton, Bristol, 
Pace, WiLi14m, Stanton on the Wolds, Notts, Farmer Dec 15 Thorpe & Perry, Not- 
Surrey, retired Superintendent of Police Dec 1 


CHARL, Finsbury circus, Gent Jan 31 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 
Pirr, Mary Axx, Leamington Dec7 Sidebotham & Sidebotham, Manchester 
Prenay, Eurie, Camomile st, Leather Merchant Dec12 Lewis, South sq, Gray’s ian 
Quick, Joux Brannan, St Paul’s rd, Camden sq Dec? 
Rasoye, Joun, Birmingham, Rule Maker Jan8 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

wae Reapk, Orissa, Steet ¢ Officer Jan 31 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st, 


Ricwarps, ym Te Staffs, Con Spring Manufacturer Dec 17 
Rowe, Sotox, Newton Abbot, 
tomns, Foomeest, Malvern ter, Park lane, Tottenham, Gent Dec 14 Stone, Powis st, 
Sarrn, ALrrep, Plymouth, Freight Broker Feb 28 Neish & Howell, Watling st 

| Soe Wiri1am Grast, Savage Club, Captain in Welsh Regiment Dec 10 Todd, York 


kmakers Wolverhampton Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 | 


Loyesortrom, Janez, Luddenden Foot, nr Halifax, Inn- | 


keeper Halifax Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Maeas, Jaye, Stamford hill, Widow Edmonton Pet Oct 
31 Ord Nov 15 

Manrtty, Atsert, Maidstone, Kent, Cabinet Maker Maid- 
stone Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Mepp, Grorce Tare, Whitchurch, Bucks, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Aylesbury Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 

Mersis, Wiiuiam, Harborne — Corn Factor Stour- 

bridge Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 

Meynick, Georce, Blaina, Saad | a Dealer Trede- 
gar Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

Monk, Ropert Caucuey, t, Saeee, Paes 
Birkenhead Pet Nov - Ord Nov 1 


irmin 

Orre, Wiruiam Ricwarp, Mutley, outh, Painter 
East Stonehouse Pet Nov 16 Grd Now 

Preestox, Joun Henry Sovruwe.t, Junior Atheneum 
-_ pa y, Esq High Court Pet Oct 13 Ord 
ov 

Rany, Ratru ot Worcester, Tailor Worcester 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Rapiey, Witiiam, Wadsley p Peete, Yorks, Publican 
Sheffield Pet Nov 14 “Ora Ni 

tg I of W, Hotel 
—— x Newport and Ryde Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 


16 
Rimmer, James, Worcester, Grocer Worcester Pet Nov 
14 Ord — 14 


, Bromley, Kent Croydon Pet June 21 

Guna, "Tossion: Great Clacton, Essex, Builder 
Colchester Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Suevpoy, Joun, Hanley,|Grocer Hanley Pet Nov1i Ord 


Nov 14 
SranitanpD, Georce, Hambleton, Rutland, Innkeeper 
Leicester 
Hotel Keeper 


Ord No 


. : gd 15 Ord Nov 15 
TANLEY, JouN Epwarp, Leamington. 
‘Warwick Pet Nov15 Ord Nov15 — 
Sronier, Joux, Jonuy Ho.wimsueap, and aes ABD JOHN 
STONIER, ey, Earthenware Manufact Han- 
ley Pet Novi6 Ord Nov 16 


Tayior, Taomas Wit.1am, Harrietsham, Kent, Grocer 
| Maidston 


h, Yorks, Inn- | 


e Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 
Wacer, Austin Tuzopore, Treherbert, Glam, Furniture 
er Pontypridd Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 


| Wurrwortu, ALrrep Eryest, Ancoats, 
facturer Manch 


pay Extractor | 


chester, Soap 
ti ester Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 14 
Woopnovst, Jony, elton, Yorks, Joiner Scarborough 
w. Pet Nov 3 Ord Ni pat A 
‘OCODWARD, GrEoRGE, Glam, Farmer Merth 
Tydfil, Pet Nov 15 Ond Nov 16” . 


| The following amended notice is et = that pub- 


lished in the London Gazette of 


Arxixsoy, Epwarp James, Michael’s ~y-y Ken- 
sington High Court Pet Aug 31 Ord Sept 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Askxzw, Corwisn Gipes, Beeston, Notts, Teacher of Music 
Nov 26 at 11 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, 


Nottin 
Bateman, Wituiam, Notti Tailor Nov 25 at 12 
Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Not = 


Brxpox, James, and Tuomas Bixpos, » Somer- 
~ ~ see Nov 30 at 12.30 Ont tee, k chmbrs, 
» 
| ee, Same xt, Nuneaton, Fruiterer Nov 25 at 12 Off 
. ne 17, I tertford st, Coventry 
gay, Paraick Juseru "De ax «Nov 2 ati2 Of 
it Ji James’s chibrs, Di a 


| 





mt india "bec $0, APR W wedi, Lincoln's sina fede 


Dec 5 Pillers & Pershouse, 


Morrisons 


Quicke, Milk st buildings, 


& Co, Caleu' 
Ellis, Bir- 


Devon, Hairdresser Dec 16 Creed, Newton Abbot 


| Soruems. axp, GrorceE, Linton villas, Wilmot rd, Leyton Dec10 Bull, Watling st 
ykEs, Evizapetn Mary, Oaks Vicarage, nr Sheepshed, Leics Dec 21 Toone & Bartlett, 
h 


m Park rd, retired Provision Dealer Jan 31 C & E Wood- 


thwark 
TANNER, Many Nernersoue, St Leonard’s on Sea Dec 24, Meadows & Co, Hastings 
Wuirrneap, Joun, South st, Ponders End, retired Barge Owner Dec 15 


5 st 
Wic am, Mary Ayy, North Shields Dec12 Davidson & Barker, South Shields 


Moodie & 


Bripawater, Freperick Tyrrett, Oxford, Tobacconist 
Nov 25 at 3.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
| Burcombe, —— Morton, Stockton on Teese, Station 
Nov 30 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
a 


Canes, sree, Chenin, Builder Nov 26 at 2.30 
‘o 
Cam, CHar.es Ernest, Pontefract, Lieutenant King’s 
wn. Yorks Light Infantry Nov 25 at 11 Off Rec, 

Bond ter, Walshield 


Coates, Groras Atrrep, Leeds, Tailor Nov 28at1l Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Cras, wo the elder, Ryde, I W, Baker Nov 28 at 
11.30 Hol chmbrs, » ampere IW 

ILLIAM, late of Manchester, Hat Merchant 

’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Danters, WILLIAM aver, bridge, Tailor Nov 28 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 5, “irsaites , Cambri 

Dav a, SS Joun Bhy _, Carmarthenshire, 
Farmer Nov 26 at 11 Of Ree, 11, Quay st, Carmar- 

Exsgey, Wi mm, 2 o) Yarmouth, Baker Nov 26 at 12.30 Off 


Exsor, ‘Epwarp, Siena, Bristol, Gounpessist Traveller 
Nov 30at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristo 

eee me Cam! Grocer Nov 28at rf Off Rec, 
5, 

N¥FRED, Brighton, Commission Agent Nov 28 

Off Rec, 4, Pavilion b Brighton 

Feats, bbe Burmantofts, » Pottery Foreman 

at12 Of Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

an, Joun, Scotton, nr aes Yorks, Inn- 

keeper Nov 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, ¥ 

et Rosert, Norwich, Builder ‘Nov 26 at1 Off Rec, 

8, King st, Norwich 

Grav 2s, Janne, Deal Deal, Kent, Dealer Dec 22at10 Off Rec, 
73, tle s 

Gupery, — Moores, Southill, nr Shefford, Beds, Miller 
Dec 5 at 11.15 Off Rec, 1a, St Paul’s oq, Bedford 

eh Sonu, Tyldete, Lancs, Joiner Nov 25 at 2.30 

HAxcock, Atminr Freperick, abides. cee Nov 


CRrOASDALE, 
ov 29 at 3 


Fenutns, 


28 at Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bl 
Harvey, , a 81 , = Nov 
26 at 11.15 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 


Trent 
Haw ey, Cuantes, Newport, Mon, Grocer Nov 28 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Heane, Cuartes Hesny, Woking, Surrey, Coal Merchant 
Nov 28 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 
Hinoy, Heyry, Elaine grove, vision Dealer 
Nov 25 at 2.30 Bankru Carey st 
ailor Nov 30 at 11.30 Off 


wees, | Rosert, 
, Newcastle on 
ee: Jaa Jossox Darlington, Builder Nov 28 at 11.15 
Eastern Hotel, 


Hanes, Samvet Watrer one Buckingham Palace 
osier mete Sn a ME. at 1 ng oy ig, Carey st 
Hoe’ Jouy Tuomas, Leicester. ufacturer Nov 
= tnd sued Oita Pia ae, Leicester 
UNTER, NURS Ik, Nottinghass Nov 25 at 11 
H " aw West Harti 1 
Md oy DWARD WALTER, Wes’ epoo! 
terer Nov 2 at2 Off Rec, 25, John st, Beedalend 
Irons, mo, Senne, ee late Licensed Victualler Nov 
Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 


ah 
Joxes, Ropent, Brynteg, bi: , Quarry 
P Nov 26 at 12 soy 
Joxes, WILLIAM, bec tag sq, formerly Builder Nov 25 
ati Bankru; st 
—, Te Russe, » Wine Merchant Nov 
Ogden’s er mt ‘st, Manchester 
PR te, JABEZ, Foot, nr Halifax, Inn- 
Nov 30 "at 11 Off Rec, Townhall chmpbrs, 


Dec 1 
Nov 25 at 11,30 Of 


Mame, _~ Bert, Maidstone, Kent, Cabinet Maker 
ff Rec, Week s' Muidstone 
Heyany, York, 
ork 


sana 4d 
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Morre.i, Grorce, W Yorks, Ji Pork 
Butcher Nov 30 at 3 OF Han brAlbert sh. Middles- 


Morais, Watrer, Trull, Somerset, Gent Nov 25 at 11.30 
Hammett’s 53, 3, North st, Taunton 

Owey, wy oo ford, ent, eins Dealer Dec 2 at 
9.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterb 

Parry, Roser, tir Phi Phil, Glam, Coal Miner Nov 25 at 12 
Off Reo, Merth aah 

Peroy, Epmunp, Scarborough, Brass Founder Nov 28 at 11 
Off , 74, Newboro' st, Scarborough 

Poo.is, Henny, Ulverston, cs, Innkeeper Nov 29 at 11 
16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Rayp, Wiiu14m, Harwar st, ;-— Shoreditch, late 
Grocer Nov 28 at2.30 Ba pty ee, Cee at 

Ross, Gronce, Great Warley, Essex, tualler 
Nov 2% at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Sarceant, WAuLAcr, Great Clacton, Essex, Builder Nov 

3 Townhall, Colchester 

SrerHenson, WILuiaM, and Jou~s Witt.iam Jackson, 
Pickering, Yorks, Fruiterers Nov 28 at3 Off Ree, 74, 
Newborough st, Scarborough 

Tayiorn, Tuomas Wiiuiam, Harrietsham, Kent, Grocer 
Decilat4 Off Rec, Rochester 

Tuornpick, Wiiu1AM, High st, Edgware, Tea Grocer Nov 
25 at12 Off Rec, 95, emple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Tors, Joux, Darlington, Corn Factor Nov 28 at 10.50 
North- Eastern Hotel, Darli: nm 

Watxer, Tuomas, Ingleton, Yorks, Coal Dealer Nov 26at 
1l 120, 


hgate, K 
WEston, Davip Saces — me aay hee 
uf: Nov 28 vn 12 
Carey st 
Wuymax, Hexvry Warver, Hammersmith rd, Basket 
Maker Nov 28 at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
A.uisoy, Cuartzes Henry, i m upon Hull, Litho- 
grapher Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 12 Ord 
ov 


Asuworts, Joun, Goto, out of business Liverpool 
B 5 a. — Gol Hee ‘3 ay 
INDON, J AMES, aly canes INDON, jomerset, 
Farmers Bristol Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 1 
Biacksury, Josepx, Cutsyke, Castleford, Yorks, Coal 
Miner Wakefield Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Braprorp, Frepericx, Leo , Saddler Leominster 
Pet Novi4 Ord Nov l4 
Braipewater, Frepericx Ty a > Oxford, Tobacconist 
Oxford Pet Novil Ord Ni 
en. y, Wiiu1aM, Sheffield, “Eating ae Keeper Sheffield 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 1 
Coox, Mirna, Wandsworth, Surrey, Widow Wandsworth 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 1 
Crass, Grorce, the fag Ryde, I W, Baker Ryde Pet 
Nov 132 Ord Nov 12 
Curtis, Wit1t1am, Hunslet, Leeds, Traveller Leeds Pet 
Novié Ord Nov 16 
Danrers, WILLIAM va NRY, fai, Tailor Cambridge 
Pet Nov14 Ord Novl 
Davies, Joun, Rhydygalfc, Llangeler, Carmarthenshire, 
Farmer Carmarthen Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 15 
Daviss, Jonn Epwarps, Swansea, Hatter Swansea Pet 
Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Ewnson, Epwarp, Bristol, Commercial Traveller Bristol 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 14 
Evans, Jonny, Treorkey, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
Novil Ord Nov 15 
Farers, Gzorct, Cambridge, Grocer Cambridge Pet Nov 
r 4 _ “o 
ELTHAM, JAMES 2WLAND, Birmingham, Ad 
Birmingham Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 
Fenestre, Cuartes Hirrotyte Joseru, Aldermanbury. 
Merchant's Clerk High Court Pet Nov 12 ‘Ord 
ov 
Ferrers, Ry ary _ hton, Commission Agent Brigh- 
ton Nov ll Nov 15 
Fusrenny, p bes Bootton, ur wurent Yorks, Inn- 
kee York Pet Nov15 Ord Nov li 
Forp, Wit.1am, Thornborough, Bucks, * EA Banbury 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 15 
Fou.ser, Rosert, Norwich, Builder Norwich Pet Nov 10 
6 Ord ag * ra 
ascoyne, Wiiiiam, the , Leamington, Builder 
Warwick Pet Nov 3 Ord 1 Nov 14 
ee oe ey Doncaster, formerly Extzactor 
ld Pet Novi6é Ord Nov 16 
Givtrow, Witiiam, Luton, Beds, Baker Luton Pet Nov 
16 Ord Nov 16 
Gover, Wituiam Ferepericx, Kentisbeare, Cull . 
Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet Oct29 Ord Nov 16 
Groves, Joun, Bournemouth, Builder Poole Pet Oct 26 
Ord Nov 15 
Hanus, Jouxn Cuarces, New Swindon, Wilts, Grocer 
Swindon Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Hanvey, Rosert, Swadlincote, Derbyshire, Grocer Burton 
n on —_ eve rae oe Ond Nov 12 Men 
AWLEY, Cuar_es, Newport, Mon, Grocer Newport, 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 16 
Hensuau., Josnva, Ashton under i“% Market Gardener 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Septi2 Ord Nov 16 
Ho.tows, Joun Rosert, Barton on Irwell, Lancs, Yarn 
m Se Salford Pad § Ora Nov 3 
OLMES, 7. -arborot Lodgi ouse Keeper 
4 Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 if 
Hvenes, Saxuc 4 Wa rer Gorpoy, Bu ham Palace rd, 
. ae. aon Wan Pet Sept 27 Ord ov 15 
AIGHT, ARLES, West Derby, Lancs, Dairyman Liver- 
Pet Nov 14 OrdNovia 
Lewis, Georer, Ladywood, Birmingham, Baker Bir- 
mingham i Oct 10 Ord Nov 12 
Lonosorrom, Janez, Luddenden Foot, nr Halifax, Inn- 
ax Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
Martin, Atsert, Maidstone, Cabinet Maker 
Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Meanis, Wriiiam, Harborne, Staffs, Corn Factor Stour- 
bridge Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 5 
Mowx, 


hg A. oe if et Nov 18" Onl Nov 18, a 


Newmax, Grorex, Stephen st, Tottenham ct Waiter 

Court "Bet Sept 7 a 16 ey 

Orr TLraAM Ricwarp, 
Stonehouse Pet Sov 16 Ord 


Rap Wi Wi Ecclesfield, Y¥ Publican 
Sheffield razaa, Wadsley Ord Nov 1 “ya “Yori 


Ratnsow, Horace, Goswell rd, Butcher's Manager High 
Court Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 1 


Ord Nov 14 
Saxow, diner, Wainfelin, Pontnewynydd, Mon, Journey - nh 


Nov 14 
Semees, Joux, Hanley,Grocer Hanley Pet Novi4 Ord 
ovil4 
Surrn, Coantes James, and Cotiw Dvuwirace, Kingston 
u Hull, Seed Merchants Kingston upon Hull 


Nov 2 Ord Nov 12 

Taytor, Tuomas Wii.1aM, Harrietsham, Kent, Grocer 
Maidstone Nov 14 Ord Nov l4 

Wacer, Austin Tueropors, lam, 

Dealer Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Wenrver, Bauyo, Wi te on Sea, Kent, Hairdresser 
Can Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov 15 

Wuirt, Hersert, Doncaster, Wholesale Butcher Sheffield 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 16 

Wurrmore, Henry, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham 
Pet Nov 8 Ord’ Nov 12 

Wuymas, Henry Wanyer, Hammersmith rd, Basket 
Maker Court Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov ry 

Wii1aMs, Frepericox Tuomas Grant, 

maller Cardiff Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov u 

Woopnovst, Jonny, Folkton, Yorks, Joiner 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Woopwanrp, Georae, Gell r, Glam, Farmer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 16 


The Sclloning one ded notice is a ag for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Nov. 4:— 
Arxixson, Eowarp James, Michael’s ve, South Ken- 

sington High Court Pet Aug 31 Ord Oct 31 


The following amended notice is ry ty for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Nov. 8 :— 


Barton, es Blackburn, Manufacturer Blackburn 
Pet Oct Ord Nov 8 


London Gazette—Tunspay, Nov. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baker, Atreep Wiitiam, Emsworth, Sussex, Baker 
Brighton Pet Novis Ord Nov 18 

Brew, ILLIAM i, v 18 Ord Nov 38 Solicitor’s Clerk 

tting’ Nov 1 

Bowsgs, og te der a Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Nov 17 

Curxcuen, Joszrn, East Cowes, I ae Builder Newport 

o and Ryde Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 in 

avies, Davip, Dewsbury, mete velling Draper 

Dewsbury Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 1 

Drake, Heyry Warp, Scarbo Y neacher of Music 
Scarboro Pet Nov 19 Ord ‘ov 19 

Ducxworrts, TaTTrEeRsa.t, Draper Blackburn 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 17 


EmAnve. Davis Wary, Abertillery, Mon, Grocer Trede- 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 
Green, Rosert, and Rosert Jevrrey Green, Dunbar st, 
i st, West Norwood, Carmen High Court Pet 
x Nov <<" Ord — 16 . ; Sutstins 
ARDING, Georce Epwarp, et Nov ourneyman 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Harris, Samvet Bray, Ne 
ma Newi Pet Novié Ord ‘Nov 16 
STINGS, JOHN, Seeebaneash, 
bo: Pet Nov 18 Nov 18 
Hopers, Gzorcz James, Ross, Heref 
Carrier Pet Nov16_ Nay Nov 19° 
Heunsme Grorcr ALGENAL, Butcher 


ovi6é Ord Nov 16 
Horst, Wii11am, Sou Grocer Portsmouth Pet Oct 
Jones, Jonx, Aberaman, Aberdare, Glam, Collier Aberdare 
Pet Novi6 Ord Nov 16 
Kettaway, Wi.us, Lamb’s Conduit st, Builder High 
Court Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 
Lez, Frepericx Caampron, Warwick, Auctioneer Warwick 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
Liwpeyny, Samvet Ropert, Nottingham, Upholsterer 
Le N : ov 17 a yg 17 
NTON, “> Boot Repairer Scar- 
h = 18 Ord tl ~s 

MAckeEnziz, Goan JamEs, me 2, Date 

Medicine High Court Pet Now 13 19 ‘ov 19 
Meex, Caances Lyow. Piccadilly. late Brewer High Court 
Mt: Oct = Ord wad 16 West 

ppLeTon, Joun Grorcer, Hartlepool, Labourer 

Sunderland Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Moore, Bensamin, Li Master Cooper Liverpool 

Pet Nov Nov 


Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Book keeper 

Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

Pecxmons, WauttTsr | <r Architect 
Birmingham Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 1 


Preasance, FREDERICK, oY Holborn, Fancy Dealer High 
Court Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 
Provpman, Joun, Charsfield Mills, nr Wickham Market, 
Suffolk, Miller Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Putnam, Ricnarp James, Reading, Tobacconist 
Novi17 Ord Nov 17 


Rep, Jouy Foster, York pl, house 
Kerper, High Gourt Pat ‘Nov fon 18 Ord 7 a 
Roperts, Jonny, Cardiff, formerly 
Cardiff Pet 


Nov 18 Ord Nov oo 
Rows, 7. a oom, Devon, Shopkeeper Exeter Pet 
Seanay, Axtno nowy, Norwich, Boot Mauufacturer Norwich 


Pe... p +t. es a= Denbighshire, Plumber 
‘Wrexham ~~ Nov 17 


Owex, Henry, 








an 2 James, Worcester, late Masini Worcester Pet | 








we. 3 Pet Oct Ord Nov 17 
Rica owe Wena, Nant, Mache Guadaner 
“Ronhenter Nov 17 = ov 17 
: Nev 18 Ord Nov 18~ 
Squire, Joun, the younger, Ni Miller Norwich 
19 Nov i9 
Ww Suffolk, Hay Dealer Ipswich 
Pet Nov 14 Nov 14 
KBRIDGE, ALEXA Cambs, 
Pet Nov 10 Nov 
ie = UT Innkeeper Oldham Pet Novl4 
Toraum Hansy Rice, Gt Yarmouth, Draper Gt Yarmouth 
To: ge B- 3a Sutton Velence, Kent 
. 
“Plumber Maidstone Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 
Warp, Cuarves, Cottenham, Cambs, Farmer Cam 
Ww. tens, Tuoxat Newiya, Paul, Cornwall, Builder Truro 
A’ 
Pet Nov 18 ‘Ord Nov 


Ww ea te Hew Surrey, formerly Farmer 

. AM Y, ’ 

“Oi ion Pet N 18 Ord Nov 18 

Wuearer, Harry , Wool Sorter Leicester 
Pet Nov Ord Nov 

Wi > ie Bootmaker Bangor Pet Nov 7 

‘ov 

Woop, Marsa, Kent, Farmer Maidstone Pet 

‘ovis Ord Nov 18 


The f amended Sion, & soeites Sar. tes 
Exyouanp, Joun Rosert, Manchester, Woollen Manufac- 
turer Manchester Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 14 


Autom, W: Joux, Ealing Dean, late 
Florist “Nov 29 at i2 On hen 06, Tengie chuben 


ARCHIBALD, Janes, Gatedes’ on Tyne, Plumber Nov 30 
at 12 Pink lane, Mewenatle on 
Baker, Epwarp. Mon, Tobacconist Nov 29 at 
ag Of Reo, Bank chmbrs, Newport, 
‘on 
Bices, Heyay, Wi Maker Nov 29 at 12 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion 
Biacksury, Josern, ¥ Coal 
Broo: we m Gt Southsea, Oclater Ni 
esane, 2 aur CHARL' ov 
2) at 3.90 Off Rec, Cambridge 


baer’ ys Jose wm, Bost Conan, Xf oe Dee 3 at 

ve 7 Seem, oS Rinl bane Whig Dee 5 at 

Cougs, Senco eee ner Dec 1 at 3.30 Off 
Rec, 


Cambridge Junction, 
Davies, Joun Evwa Nov 29 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, reunion, Swat, Hatter 
Drew, Asmnosi Cinderford, Glos, Grocer Nov 29 at 11 
Off Rec, st, Gloucester 


Duneay, Jouy, Surrey, Builder Nov 90 at 11.30 
24, Railway approach, London’ 


Pioyp, Yona, Tre its "nabs Nov 29 at 3 


Rec, Merthyr 
- os at 11 Oar on tt Peter’ church we ee 


ham 
Harp: Gore pews, Sodere, Oe 
—y Painter Dec 1 at oe 


Sees pines, 
Harter, James, Leeds, Seedsman Nov30atll Off Rec, 
Wesmaut, derma, naeign wales 
Dee 1 at 12.45 
Horxrxsox, A ©, Lower 8; 
. 
¢ 





Nov 29 at 11.30 Rail 
Hurst, Wi.1am, 


a ag 





Marsan, Sees at Sak coms be = 
McKay, dous Fuapenscn, 3 “Cardiff, Tailor Nov 29 
Wi Harborne, Staffs, Corn Factor Nov 
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Newaar, Stonam, Rodmell, nr Lewes, S 
Nov 29 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Sai anes. West Bri vighton, — Nov 30 at 
3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldge, B - 

Pearsaut, Joux, Langley, nr Old one, Wores, Canal 
Carrier Dec 1 at 10.30 County Court, West Brom- 


wich 

Preasance, Frepericx, Holborn, Fancy Dealer Nov 29 
at 2.30 Bankru gs, Carey st 

Proupmay, Joun, eld Mills, nr Wickham Market, 
8 k, Miller Nov 29 at 12 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, 


ps 
Rasy, Ratru 2g mine Werentn, Tailor Dec 1 at 10.30 
— .o st, W 





LF a ten Bur RTOS, ‘ox, Ashburnham rd, Chelsea, Gent 
30at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Rispanps, Hesry Burrie, Bouchurch, I W, Hotel Pro- 
prietor Dec 8at 2.30 Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, [W 
Riuamer, Janes, Worcester, formerly Grocer Dec 8 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
-_—_- Joux Tuomas, Broadway, Worcs, Baker Dec7 at 
10.30 Off Ree, 45, — st, es = 
71am, 


Row ayps, Moses, ‘Penygra ig, nr Pont 
, Merthyr 


— Proprietor Nov 29 at 12 Off 


sr Hewry, Wainfelin, Pontnewynydd, Mon, Journey- 
man Carpenter Nov 29 at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester 
Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Simonsen, ALBERT Epwarp, Jonx Wess Pupperoor, and 
Erxest Epwarp Jesset, George st, Minories, Ivory 
erchants Declat 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Surrn, Ghasene James, and Cotis Dunrpack, Kingston 
a , Seed Merchants Dec 2 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
Trinity House lane, Hull 
Swuirn, Ricuarv, East Wickham, Kent, Market Gardener 
Nov 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 
Sranitaxp, Georar, Hambleton, Rutland, Innkeeper Nov 
29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Srewarp, Exisua, Barham, Suffolk, Hay Dealer Nov 29 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Swarx, Kirxiey, Oldham, Innkeeper Nov 29at1l1 Off 
r — ——, —. st, O; —— . 
- 2 WIN moms, aw 8 inn pl, Solicitor Dec 1 at 
Bankru bldgs, Carey st 
ortley, nr Leeds, Engineer Nov 30 at 12 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Waker, Joux Tuomas Eaves, New Cavendish st, Esq 
Nov 30 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
—— Cuar.es, Cottingham, Cambs,Farmer Dec 6 at 12 


, Cambridge 
Wanear sg nate hey Bao = Wool Sorter Nov 29 at 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

oe, Lester, Landport, Grocer Nov 20 at 4 
Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Wuairmore, Heyny, Birmingham, Tailor Dec 1 at 2.30 

row, Birmingham 

Wurtwortn, Atrrev Erxest, Ancoats, Manchester, Soap 
Manuf: Nov 29 at 3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

Wootr, Soromon Sanver, Sandringham rd, Dalston, late 
Merchant Tailor Nov 30 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Wank, Jane, 


Off Rec, 


st 
Wrestuone, Wiiiiam, White Hart Brewery, Bermondsey, 
Brewer Dec 1 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Yargs, ar pe Leeds, Mechanical Engineer Nov 29 
atl 


Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


The f ing amended notices are substituted for those 
pub in the London Gazette Nov. 18 :— 
Bisnopr, ca Nuneaton, Fruiterer Nov 25 at 12 Off 

7, Hertford st, Coven 
Exsey ates Great Yarmou , Baker Nov 26 at 12.30 
off , King st, Norwich 
wae Waxus. Great Clacton, Essex, Builder Nov 26 
3 Town Hall, Colchester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baxer, Avrrep Wiiiiam, Emsworth, Sussex, Baker 
ton Pet Novi6é Ord Nov 18 
Baxer, Eowanp, Newport, Mon, Tobacconist Newport, 
Mon Pet Novi15 Ord Nov 19 
Bew, Wit.i1am Heyry, Nottingham, Solicitor’s Clerk Not- 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
—_— Joux, Lower Lyde, a Farmer 
et Oct 27 Ord Nov 1 
me. —_—- Ki on A Thames, Blind Manu- 
facturer Kingston Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 17 
Cuiscuen, Joseru, East Cowes,I W, Builder Newport and 
Ryde’ Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Davey, eo Aston, nr Birmingham, Commission 
Birmingham Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 17 
Davies, am, Dewsbury, formerly Travelling Draper 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 17 
Deaxe, Hexzy Warp, Scarborough, Teacher of Music 
es > = wr, Abertil Ord a 19 
ANUE aviv Wain , Mon, Grocer Tred: 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 = ‘al 
Exo.axp, Joux Rosert, Manchester, Woollen Manufac- 
turer Manchester Pet Oct 29 Pet Nov 19 
Foster, Natruax Rosert, Cowley Peachey, Uxbridge 
—— mfacturer Windsor Pet Oct 4 O 
‘ov 


Ger, Wir11am (sen), Nottingham, a Proprietor Not- 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 1 

Garex, Resert, and — RT arr Grerx, Dunbar st, 
st, West Norwood 


, Carmen H Court Pet 
Nov is ‘Ord Nov 17 - 


Haxvixe, Georor Eowanrn, Stock ~ Sommneynaan Painter 
Pet Nov 17 Ord 
=~ AMUEL Bray, “Newbury, "er, Whip Maker 
New Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov1 
Hastixos, Joux, Scarborough, Photographic Artist Scar- 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Hut, T, Portsmouth Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 17 


Hopvors, Gronce James, Ross, Herefordshire, General 
ey Se we Nov 19 my ha dy 
sy Grorce exAL, Hastings, Butcher Hasti 
; Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 7 — 
ENKING, uces, Caerphilly, Glam, Baker Cardiff Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Nov 19 


Here- 





Ipswich 


Jones, James, Aberkenfig, <} = Glam, Greengrocer 
Cardiff 
Joxzs, Joux, A 
dare Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 1 F ; 
Builder High 
Court ‘Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 ‘ : 
Lassam, Tuomas Henry, Windsor st, Uxbridge, Oilman 
Ler, Faepericx Cuampioy, Warwick, Auctioneer Warwick 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 18 
ene, Upholsterer 
Nottingham Pet Nov 17 
Lixtoy, SAMUEL, jun, a S Boot Repairer Scar- 
Menpez, Rosert, Plumstead, Kent, ° Wholesale Fruiterer 
Greenwich Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 1 
— Dealer 
Tredegar Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 17 
Mipp.eTow, 
Sunderland Pet Novis Ord Nov 1 
New anps, ALExanper, Blandford sy Bedford Park, 
Nov 1 
OapEN, Fes FRED, Erdington, Warwickshire, retired Publican 
Ow 7 Hewry, Portmadoc, ———— Book keeper 
Portmadoc Pet Nov17 Ord Novl 
Suffolk, Miller Ipswich Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Reep, Joun Foster, York pl, Baker st, house 
Rispanps, Hexry Burris, Bonchurch, I W, Hotel Pro- 
prietor Newportand Ryde Pet Nov1é Ord Nov18 
diff Pet Nov18 Ord Nov18 
SarGeant, Waxuis, Great Clacton, Essex, Builder Col- 
Surrn, Joun, Bexhill, Sussex, retired Farmer Chelmsford 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
Rochester Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 19 
Srarrorp, Joseru, Belgrave, Leicester, Market Gardener 
Srewarp, Exisua, Barham, Suffolk, Hay Dealer 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Ord Nov 18 
Swain, Kirexiey, Oldham, Innkeeper Oldham Pet Nov 
Tixete, Harry Rice, Great Yarmouth, Draper Great 
Yarmouth Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Plumber Maidstone Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 1 
Wave, James, Wortley, nr Leeds, Engineer aol Pet 
Warp, Cuaries, Cottenham, Cambs, Farmer Cambridge 
Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 18 
Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 18 
Warkixs, Mary Tosswitt, Hanover st, Dressmaker High 
West, Wittiam Henry, Cobham, a. formerly Farmer 
Croydon Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 1 
Pet 


Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 1 
, A om Collier Aber- 
Ke.taway, Wits, Lamb’s Conduit st, 
Windsor Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 18 
Liurensy, Samvet Roperr, omnes 
borough Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 
Meyrick, Grorce, Blaina, Mon, 
Joux Grorcr, West an Labourer 
Turnham grn, Gent Brentford Pet Aug 27 
Birmingham Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 17 
Proupman, Jouy, Charsfield Mills, nr Wickham Market, 
Keeper High Court Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Roserts, Jonny, Cardiff, formerly Licensed Victualler Car- 
chester Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 19 
Smitu, Ricuarp, East Wickham, Kent, Market Gardener 
Leicester Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 14 
Srrana, James, jun, Buxton, Gent Stockport Pet Oct 12 
12 Ord Nov 14 
Totuurst, Freperick James, Sutton Me ae Kent, 
Aug9 Ord Nov 17 
Warers, Tuomas, Newlyn Paul, Cornwall, Builder Truro 
Court Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Woop, Marsu, Lenham, Kent, +. a Maidstone 


Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Euiswortn, Cu«istoruer, ae mg otioe, Clerk 
Birkenhead Adjud Oct17 Annul Nov 1 

Fawcett, Hexry, Walhampton, rants wg Hampshire, 
Gentleman Southampton Adjud Oct 12,1891 Annul 
Yov 15 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Novy. 28.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the King’s Arms 
Hotel, Carshalton, at 6 for 7 p.m., Freehold Building 
Plots (see advertisement, Nov. 5, p. 15). 

Nov. 30.—Messrs. Eowix Fox & Bou SFIELD, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Investments (see advertise- 
ment, Nov. 5, p. 14). 

Nov. 30.—Messrs. Rusuwortn & Srevens, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 1 for 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Property 
(see advertisement, Nov. 19, p. 58). 

Nov. 30.—Messrs, Sr. Quixtis & Sox, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, a Mansion (see advertisement, Nov. 19, p. 58). 

Dec. 1.—Messrs. Beaver & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Freehold Properties and Leasehold Interest (see 
advertisement, Nov. 5, p. 15). 

Dec. 1.—Messrs. Eowin Fox & Bovsriexp, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold and Leasehold Investments 
nee ‘advertisement, Nov. 5, p. 14). 

Dec. 1.—Messrs. H. E. Sosras & Crayriep, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Life Policies, Life Interests, and 
Reversions (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 


by the name of the | writer. 








K AST LONDON WATERWORKS COM- 

PANY.-—-ISSUE of NEW CAPITAL.—Notice is 
hereby given, " that the Directors are prepared to receive 
TENDERS for £25,000, being the fifth portion of the New 
Perpetual Debenture Stock of the Company, to bear 
interest at 4} per cent. per annum, free of Income Tax, 
such tenders to be delivered at the Company’s offices, St. 
Helen’s-place, in the ox London, not later than 12 
o’clock noon on the 13th day of December, 1892, and 
ment of accepted tenders made on 23rd December. ar- 
ticulars and conditions, together with form of tender, may 
be obtained at Se said offices, or will be forwarded on 
application. order of the Court of Directors, 

ISAAC OLPHUS CRUOKENDEN, Secretary. 
&t. Helen’s-place, London, 5th November, 1902. 





£200,000 eee Waser Rta. 


authorized to > tain a Loan of the above sum, on first-class 

Trustee’s Security, preferably in amounts of from £20,000 
to £50,000 ; princi or their solicitors only treated with. 
=_pitices, No. 20, Mount-street, Grosvenor-square, London, 


RUST MONEYS. —To Solicitors, Trustees, 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
class ye oo such as Freeholds and Tenschabda, t in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
whether Py “freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Lzon, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London, E.C. 





AW.—Working Partnership or Managing g 
Clerkship or ent of Branch Office, 

without view to Spastnentii, in Midlands or South of Jand 
Required by Solicitor ; seven years’ experience since 

sion as ing Clerk to Town Cl with large private 
practice in North of England ; hard worker ; thorough con- 
veyancer ; experience in all branches, including chan- 

cery, common law, and , county 
court practice, public appointment work, Parliamentary, 
sessions and assizes; can see and advise clients and act with- 
out supervision ; highest references.— ery Sane R. A. Je, 
* Solicitors’ Journal’ Office, 27, Caancery- e, » We C. 


IVIL SERVICE COMMISSION.—Forth- 
coming Examination.—Clerks of the First Division in 
the Legacy ny, Duty Of Office Ae 2ist December. Legal 


necessary. 

vy oy specified i is oy latest at which applications can 
be received. They must be made on forms to be obtained 
with particulars from the Sxcretary, Civii Service Com- 
mission, London, 8.W. 


R. WALTER J. E. CLARKE heving 
recently disposed of several parcels of Freehol 
Geound-Reats has still Amounts to Invest on behalf of 
Clients.—Vendors or solicitors send full particulars to 27, 
King-street, Cheapside, E.C 


+ 








ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, - Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the he many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


A ‘SUITE of Four Offices on the Second 

Floor in Bedford-row to be Let; light, lofty, and 
convenient ; terms moderate and inclusive. —Apply to Mr. 
Davin J. CHATTEL L, 29a, (corner of), Lincoln’s-ina-fields, 











self-contained, on first floor. 


(\HAMBERS (Gra 
Room and Clerk’s 
—Apply Hew .ert, Preston, & Co., 2, Raymond-buildings. 


ages 2 ).—To Let, large 


r O INVALIDS. — Bournemouth, St. 
Leonards, Brighton, Eastbourne, Torquay, Isle of 
ight, Jersey, ‘Riviera, &c. Several Doctors in ese places 
receive — into their houses.—For particulars 

ly to Mr. G. B. Srocxer, 8, Lancaster-place, Strand, 


r O INVALIDS. i List of Medical Men 

in all Parts, withe, to receive Resident Patients, 

full particulars and terms, sent gratis. The list 

can es Private Asylums, . 7 Mr. G. B. Srocxss, 
8, Lancaster. enaten-glnes, Strand, W 


= coacan ae ell 


TANTED, Copies of the ‘ Solicitors’ 
Vol. 35, oa "d October 81st, 1891, being No. 1 of 


urnal ”” for January 3lst, 1891, being No. 14 of 
) 
py will be : for the above at the Office, 27, 
Ghancery-lane, W 


1. 36. 6d. 


OOKS BOUGHT. —To Executors, Bolici- 
tors, &c. Fomor tl SOTHERAN & a, 
Strand, and 37, PURCHASE LIBRARI 
smaller collections of Book: , in town or omer giving 
utmost value in cash; also value for PROBATE. 
perienced valuers promptly sent. Removals without trouble 
or expense sellers. Established 1816. Telegraphic 
Address Bookmen London. Code in use, Unicode, 


LONDON GAZETTE ( ublished by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTIS 
ea .—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

fag 2 to direct the. attention of Solas pies nay 
e ange experience of upwa 0 

forty years, in x5. insertion of all pro forma notices, 

&c., and hereb ” solicits their continued support.—N.B. 

Forms, Gratis, for seen «agg: — to Cc been gy and Dis- 

solutions of P; tien. 

Official stamps for chveriesmente ond i file at “ London 

Gazette” kept. By appointment =—__ 


A. W. COUSINS, 


(FIRE) District Manager. 
SUM ENSURED in 1801, £373,700,000, 








INSURANCE “OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 


iat ’ OMAN Baraycua, 
HANCERY LANE, W.C., 








